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Current Topics. 


The Law Society Council at One with the 
Profession. 

We print elsewhere, with pleasure, the resvlutions with 
regard to the extension of the sytem of compulsory regis- 
tration of title, passed at the po meeting of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies. The meeting was. by invitation, 
attended by the President of the Law Society and three members 
of the Council, and at its close the President intimated that the 
Land Transfer Committee of the Oouncil concurred in the 
resolutions. We have, therefore, now the Council of the Law 
Society completely in line with the provincial law societies on 
this important matter, and in place of vox et preterea nihil, we 
have the definite course of action advised which was recommended 
by the Derby meeting and has been constantly advocated in 
these columns—viz., that the Law Society and the provincial 
law societies should collectively and individually induce 
members of Parliament and Parliamentary candidates to 
assist them in preventing any extension of the system of 
compulsory registration of title until the result of the experiment 
in London has been tested bya public inquiry. One would have 
desired that the words ‘independent and impartial public 
inquiry” had been substituted, but this is of course implied. 
An inquiry by a packed committee would not be recognized by 
the profession. ith this exception, the resolutions practically 
embody those passed at Derby. This result we believe is to be 
attributed in nu small degree to the judgment and tact of the 
President of the Law ae and as we have occasionally been 
moved to rather stro with reference to the action of 
the Council, we will aid ran te have now, as always hereto- 
fore, ultimately come to the right eiedienien according to the 
wishes, and in the interests, of their constituents. 


The Beck Bill. 

THe ixqurry into the case of Mr. Beck has already borne 
fruit in a Bill, which bas been introduced in the House of Lords 
hy the Lord Chancellor, to amend the Crown Cases Act, 1848. 
Under that Act it is entirely in the discretion of any judge or 
chairman of quarter sessions to state a case for the opinion of 





the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved. The 
| Bill provides that a convicted person may apply to the King’s 
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Bench Division for a rule to shew cause why the judge (which 
term includes chairman of quarter sessions) should not state a 
case; and if the rule is made absolute, the judge shall state a 
case; and the Act of 1848 applies as if the case had been stated 
voluntarily. It is, however, a condition precedent to such 
application that the judge had been asked, and had refused, at 
the trial to reserve the question of law. On the application for 
the rule, the court may, if it thinks fit, make the rule absolute in 
the first instance; and no decision of the court in refusing, 
granting, discharging, or making absolute any rule is to be 
subject to any appeal. On granting or making absolute any 
rule, the court has power to respite execution of any judgment 
which was passed until the decision of the question; and also 
to allow the convicted person to be set fres on _ bail. 
The facts have to be brought before the court by affidavit. 
So far no very startling novelty is suggested. The 
new powers conferred on the High Court are similar to the 
powers exercised by that court under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43 in cases 
where justices refuse to state a case. 


THERE FOLLOW, however, powers which introduce a distinctiy 
new departure. The Bill provides that the court shall have 
power to order a re-trial of the case. At present there is 
no power to direct a new trial of any indictment for felony. 
Under the Act of 1848 the court can only affirm or quash 
the conviction, and, therefore, in many cases undoubtedly 
grave miscarriages of justice have followed, and guilty persons 
have escaped punishment, because of some mistake in the 
law by the judge. It was laid down in Reg. v. Gibson (35 
W. R. 411, 18 Q. B. D. 537) that if any evidence not legally 
admissible against the prisoner is left to the jury, and they find 
him guilty, the conviction is bad ; and this notwithstanding that 
there was other evidence before them properly admitted and 
sufficient to warrant a conviction. If this Bill becomes law it 
will be no longer so serious a matter to allow irrelevant evidence 
to go to the jury; for not only may the whole case be re-tried, 
but if the court thinks that the question of law raised 
was wrongly decided, they may nevertheless order the 
conviction to stand if they consider that no miscarriage of 
justice has in point of fact occurred. The court also 
has power, where a new trial is directed of a case tried at 
quarter sessions, to order the re-trial to be at assizes. This is a 
useful power where a case is complicated and where it is possible 
that fresh difficult points may arise. The Bill does not, of 
course, go the full length demanded by those who clamour for a 
Court of Criminal Appeal. There isstill no power to go behind 
the verdict of the jury on questions of fact—no power to set 
aside a verdict as against the weight of evidence. Still, this 
short and simple Act ought to go a long way towards preventing 
miscarriage of justice, and it will probably prove easily workable 
and very useful. 


Stamp on Transfer of Trust Mortgage. 


WE az: able to print elsewhere an opinion by a well-known 
conveyancer on a point relating to stamp duty which is of 
considerable practical importance. A transfer of a mortgage, if 
made on the appointment of a new trustee, is subject, by virtue 
of section 62 of the Stamp Act, 1891, to the maximum duty of 10s. 
instead of to the ad valorem duty of 6d. per cent. as on an ordinary 
transfer. But, inthe usual case of the mortgage having been 
taken in favour of persons advancing the money on a joint 
account, so as to keep the trusts off the title, how is advantage 
to be taken of this exemption? If the transfer bears a 10s. 
stamp only, this puts an investigator of the title on inquiry, and 
in the course of satisfying himself that the transfer is sufficiently 
stamped, he will obtain notice of the trusts. It is, of course, 
well known that the courts have given their sanction to the 
conveyancing device by which the trusts are kept off the title, 
and the mere use of the joint account clause will not be allowed 
to give notice of the trust: Ze Harman and Uxbridge, &c., Rail- 
way Co. (31 W. R. 857, 24 Ch. D. 720) and Carritt v. Real and 
Personal Advance Co. (37 W. R. 677, 42 Ch. D. 263). But this 
cannot exempt a person who is investigating the title from any 
inquiry which he ought to make, and if in fact he receives 
notice of the trust, then the trust title must be called 


But according to the view expressed in the opinion 
referred to, the difficulty can be met by having the transfg 
adjudicated. The deed will probably be short and the expense 
attending the obtaining of adjudication should not be great, 
while the fact that the deed bears an adjudication stamp relieves 
anyone examining it from all inquiry. As is pointed out in the 
opinion, the 10s. stamp covers other cases than that of the transfer 
on an appointment of a new trustee, and the adjudication stam 
would not, any more than the joint account clause, give notice of 
a trust. Moreover, although the mortgagor is not entitled tp 
interfere and to require this course to be adopted, yet it is very 
much in the interest of the transferees to have the deed adjudi- 
cated and so to avoid the future expense which the want of 
adjudication may involve them in. The practical result is that 
the deed should be stamped with 10s. and then adjudicated. 


Building Contracts. 


In tHE casE of Robins v. Goddard (1905, 1 K. B. 29%) the 
Court of Appeal gave its decision upon the interpretation of a 
building contract in a form sanctioned by the Royal Institute of 
British Architects, the point being therefore of some li tle 
importance apart from the interest of the parties to the litiga- 
tion. The construction of building contracts, depending as it 
does upon how far one clause in the contract is controlled by 
another, is attended with difficulty, and cannot be fully discussed 
in the space of a short article. We shall, therefore, deal briefly 
with the point before the court. The contract contained a 
stipulation that the works should be carried out to the reason- 
able satisfaction of the architect. By other clauses the architect 
had power to give orders for the removal of improper materials 
from the works and for the re-execution of work improperly 
done, and no certificate was to be considered conclusive evidence 
as to the sufficiency of any work or materials tv which it related, 
nor relieve the contractor from his liability to make good all 
defects as provided by the contract. By a final clause disputes as to 
any matter or thing arising from the contract were to be referred 
to arbitration, and the arbitrator was to have power to review 
any certificate and to determine all matters in dispute of which 
notice had been given. In an action to recover an amount due 
to the builder un certificates issued by the architect, the Court of 
Appeal (reversing Farwett, J.) held that the arbitration clause 
destroyed the finality of the certificates, and tht tue defendant 
could set up a counterclaim for defective work and materials. 
It is many years since arbitration clauses were inserted in building 
contracts which primd facie make the certificate of the architect 
a condition precedent to the right of the builder to recover the 
price of his work. Lord Grimrnorrgin his Book about Building 
strongly objects to these arbitration clauses, saying that the 
architect is the only proper arbitrator. But a contract making 
the price of work done by one contracting party depend upon 
whether it is done to the approval of the other or his agent is 
liable to be abused. It enables one contractor to decide in his 
own favour and to be the judge in his own cause. The arbitra- 
tion clause has, therefore, been generally adopted and has been 
accepted by the courts as controlling the finality of the certificate. 
Our only difficulty is a passage in the judgment of Coxrins, 
M.R,, to the effect that, if something which purports to be con- 
clusive is made subject to revision, it loses its quality of finality. 
We cannot see that a provision making the certificate of the 
architect subject to appeal to a second architect would prevent 
the certificate from being ultimately conclusive. Nor would 
there be anything unreasonable in holding the certificate to be 
conclusive unless either party sought to go behind it by taking 
proceedings under this arbitration clause. 


The Decision in ‘‘ Reg. v. Lillyman.’’ 


Few casgs have caused more difficulty than the well-koown 
decision in Reg. v. Lillyman (44 W. R. 654; 1896, 2Q B 167), 
that the particulars of a complaint made immediately after the 
alleged assault may be given in evidence against a man accused 
of rape. As a general rule, it has been held that the terms of a 
complaint made by a person against whom an offence is said to 
have been committed are not relevant. With regard, however, 
to several offences against women and girls there has been great 
diversity of practice. Some judges allow the terms of a 





for: Re Blaiberg and Abraham's Contract (47 W. BR. 634). 





complaint to be stated in all such cases, others only where 
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consent is in issue. The effect of Reg. v. Lillyman 
isin Stephen’s Digest of the Law of Evidence thus stated: ‘The 
terms of the complaint are irrelevant, except that in a case of 
rape, or other sexual offence, when the consent of the person 
against whom the offence was committed to the act charged as an 
offence is in issue, the terms of the complaint are relevant as 
shewing that the conduct of such person was consistent with the 
denial of consent.” Recently the subject has again been before 
the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved in the 
case of Rex v. Osborne. The defendant was indicted for an offence 
against a girl under the age of thirteen years. Therefore, con- 
sent could not have been in issue. The terms of a complaint 
which she made soon after the assault were, however, allowed to 
be given in evidence ; and the question of admissibility of.such 
evidence was reserved for the High Court. The court held that 
the evidence was properly admitted as part of the res geste, 
and the conviction was affirmed. This phrase res geste is a 
puzzling one. Sir James SrerwEen says it came into use 
“on account of its convenient obscurity”; and the truth is that 
no one seems able to define it with any accuracy. Anyhow, we 
have in Rea v. Osborne an authoritative decision which makes 
the terms of a complaint relevant in cases other than those in 
which consent is in issue. It is, however, a case of the same 
class as Reg. v. Lillyman. The question then at once arises, is 
the principle to be confined to cases of this class, or is it to be 
extended to all offences against the person? After the recent 
decision there seems to be no logical reason for confining it as 
suggested. Some judges have in fact admitted the terms of 
complaints in other cases, but there has been no consistency or 
uniformity in the practice, and it is highly desirable that there 
should be uniformity. Where the terms of a complaint have 
been admitted it has generally been in sexual cases, but in at 
least one reported case, Reg. v. Folley (60 J. P. 569), such 
evidence has been admitted in a case of wounding. 
it is highly proper to maintain in general the rules against 
hearsay evidence, and, therefore, only to admit the terms of a 
complaint which was made immediately after the event, or at 
all events on the first opportunity. It is only such a complaint 
that can in any sense be part of the res geste. It is, however, 





Of course | 





of the balance of the premium. The Court of Appeal, after 
referring to the Coronation cases, held that the Ps was 
not discharged from liability, and that the risk of a loss of the 
licence must be taken to have been in the contemplation of the 
parties. The case has excited much attention in the colony, 
and will probably be taken to the Privy Council, 


Charity Voting. 

A LETTER to one of the newspapers from the secretary of the 
Charity Voting Reform Association criticizes the voting system 
which prevails in the selection of candidates for the benefit of 
charities, saying that the system is a bad one for voters, since 
they give their votes either to a particular candidate without 
knowing anything of the merits of the others, or else to persons 
of whom they know nothing ; that it is bad also for the candi- 
dates, to whom it serves as a school of mendicancy, and to whom 
it occasions expenses which they can ill afford and which they 
should not have to incur; and that, speaking generally, the 
waste of time, money, and energy involved in the continuance 
of the voting system is enormous, while the functions of an 
intelligent administration are frequently, and in many cases 
habitually, transferred to the uncertain issue of an election. 
More than thirty years have passed since in Bolton v. Madden 
(L. R. 9 Q. B. 55) it was argued that the subscriber to a charity 
is under an obligation to give his votes for the best object, 
and that an agreement to give his votes to the candidate 
whom he does not think the best is void as against public policy. 
The plaintiff and defendant in the foregoing case were both 
subscribers to a charity, the objects of which were elected by 
the eubscribers, and they agreed that if the plaintiff would give 
twenty-eight votes for an object of the charity whom the 
defendant favoured, the defendant would at the next election 
give twenty-eight votes for such object of the charity as the plain- 
tiff should then favour. The court held that there was no legal 
principle to justify them in holding that the subscriber to a 
charity might not give his votes as he pleased. Bracksvury, J,, 
however, observed: ‘Some of us at least much disapprove of 
this kind of traffic.” The voting system is said to be not known 
out of England, and hardly out of the metropolis, and we should 


submitted that it is almost contrary to common sense to shut | not be surprised if some change were made by which candidates 
out the terms of such a complaint. The jury have a right to| were selected by the committees of charities instead of by the 
know the nature of such a complaint, and when they are kept votes of individual subscribers. 


in the dark, they are often prone to interpret the mystery more 


simongly against the defendant than they would the real words | T 
used, 
| the criminal statistics, is felt by many to be a matter of serious 


Impossible Contracts. 


Tux case of Corby v, Macarthy (23 N. Z.L. R. 725) is another | 
| persistently returns verdicts unsupported by the evidence. A 


case to be added to those which have been reféntly decided as to 


he Increase of Suicide. 
Tue sTEaDy increase in the number of suicides, as shewn by 


concern. In part, it may be attributed to the manner in which 
coroners’ juries fail to do their duty. No other court of law so 








the rights and liabilities of parties to a contract the performance flagrant example was afforded in the South London court 
of which has become, in a commercial sense, impossible. The | recently upon the death of a policeconstable. The jury returned 
appellant and respondent agreed that the respondent should | a verdict of ‘suicide during temporary insanity,” in spite of 
grant, and the appellant should take, a lease of licensed hotel | the fact that there was, not only no evidence of insanity, but, as 
premises in the Newtown district for a term of ten years, the! the coroner pointed out, there was no evidence of suicide, 
appellant to pay a premium of £3,500 to the respondent and a| According to an obiter dictum of Cocxsurn, C.J., there is no 
rent admittedly in excess of what the premises would command | means of setting aside a verdict of a coroner’s jury which is 
if unlicensed ; the respondent to erect a new brick hotel building | against the evidence: Reg. v. Ingham (5 B. & S., atp. 261). The 
at a cost of not less than £4,500; £1,000, part of the premium | familiar verdict is itself a contradiction in terms, as Dr. Henstowg 
of £3,500, to be paid on the execution of the lease, and the WELLINGTON, deputy-coroner for Westminster, has pointed out 
balance to be secured by a mortgage of the lease to the resp nd- in an able ty * et. Suicide is self-murder, but a man who is 
ent. The lease and mortgage were executed and the £1,000 was | insane cannot be found guilty of murder. ‘‘ In point of law,” 
paid; the appellant went into possession, and the respondent ' said Portook, C.B., in Clift v. Schwabe, ‘‘ as soon as it is ascer- 
erected the new building. At the licensing poll a proposal that | tained that a person has lost his sense of right and wrong, it 


no new licences should be issued in the Newtown district was matters not what else of human faculties or capacities remain, 


declared carried, but the poll was afterwards declared to be invalid | he ceases to be a responsible agent; and, in my judgment, can 
it suicide than he can commit murder” (3 C. B., 


on the ground of irregularity on the part of the returning officer. , no more commi 
The effect of the nullity of the poll was that no licences could be | at p. 478). The correct terms for the verdict are given in a 
issued for the district. The lease contained covenants to carry on | schedule to the Coroners Act, 1887—viz, “ That the said A. B. - 
the premises as licensed premises, and also not to use them for | did feloniously kill himself,” except in the few cases in which the 
any other purpose. Provisions were made by a local Act for com- | evidence clearly shews the deceased to have beea of unsound 
pensation for the loss of a licence as the result of a poll, but) mind, for which another form of wording is prescribed in the 


none for the case of loss of a licence as the result of there Act. 
having been no valid poll. In these circumstances it was! 
he Prison Rules. 


strenuousl tended that what had happened had put an end T 
seaueuel ea pPriae: + : | ‘We reap in the daily journals that a young woman, having 


in a commercial sense to a commercial speculation, and that the L ) 4 ung ; 
appellant ought to be relieved from liability for the payment been remanded to prison with a view to a situation being fount 
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for her by the court missionary, he appeared at the Willesden 
Petty Sessions and complained that her hair had been cut while 
she was in gaol in irregular patches, leaving part of the scalp 
entirely bare, and that she was so far disfigured that it would be 
months before anyone could accept her as a servant. The 
justices directed an inquiry, and the case is, of course, capable 
of a satisfactory explanation. The power of cutting the hair of 

risoners appears to be given by the Prison Rules, 1899, made 
s the Secretary of State under the Prison Act, 1898. By rule 
33 (2), “The hair of a female prisoner shall not be cut without 
her consent, except on account of vermin or dirt, or when 
the medical officer deems it requisite on the ground of 
health ; and the hair of a male prisoner shall not be cut 
closer than may be necessary for the purpose of health 
and cleanliness. (3) Every prisoner shall obey such regulations 
as regards . hair-cutting as may be from time to 
time prescribed with a view to the maintenance of health and 
cleanliness.” No one can deny that these regulations give the 
prison officers great power over the hair of the prisoners in their 
charge. A statement that it was necessary to cut the hair ofa 
prisoner on account of dirt is easily made and not easily dis- 
proved. We have, however, no reason to suppose that this 
power is exercised in an arbitrary fashion, as it probably was in 
the days when “the Newgate cui” told its story in the most 
unmistakeable manner. There has been in all ages a great 
diversity of hairdressing, but most people have a strong objec- 
tion to having their hair cut without their consent, evea when 
their practice is different from that of Ansotom, who was satisfied 
with one cutting at every year’s end. 


Compensation for Fires Caused by Sparks from 
Engines. 

A Bit has been brought into the House of Commons by Mr. 
Movst, Sir Epwarp Srracuey, and others to give compensation 
for damage by fires caused by sparks or cinders from railway 
engines. It provides that when damage is caused to crops, 
hedges, or plantations by fire arising from sparks or cinders 
emitted from any locomotive engine on railways, the railway 
company owning such engine shall, notwithstanding their 
statutory powers and rights, or the provisions of any special or 
general Act relating thereto, be liable to pay to the person 
whose crops, hedges, or plantations have been so damaged the 
amount of such damage, to be recovered in any court of com- 
‘es jurisdiction. There is much to be said in favour of the 
egislation which is proposed. It is almost a rfatural and neces- 
sary incident to the use of locomotive engines that sparks and 
cinders should escape from them and cause damage to the 
adjacent crops, and it seems only reasonable that the companies 
should be under a liability similar to that of landowners, who 
are bound to prevent the cattle which they have brought upon 
their land from escaping and doing mischief. But it is settled 
law, since the case of Vaughan v. The Taff Vale Railway Co. (5 
H. & N. 679), that the use of locomotives having been expressly 
permitted by the Legislature, the companies are not responsible 
for fires caused by sparks from their engines unless some negli- 
gence on their part is proved. It is, of course, very doubtfal 
whether the Bill can be discussed this Session. 


Assignment of Right to Sue for Damages. 


Tue avestion whether insurers who have paid money in satis- 
faction of a claim by tke insured are entitled, by virtue of an 





oe from the insured of his cause of action for the injury 
aD 


respect of such cause of action in their own name—in other words, | 


whether this right is conferred by the Judicature Act, 1873— | 


cannot be said to be finally decided. In King v. Victoria .nsurance 
Co, (1896, A. C. 250) the Judicial Committee avoided a discus- 
sion of the question, though they appear to have regarded any | 
objection to the form of action as atechnical one. In the recent | 
case of Traill & Sons vy. Actieselskabat Dalbeattie (Limited) (1904, 
6 F. 798), the Court of Session in Scotland held that where the 
plaintiffs, the employers of a workman who was killed in an 
accident owing to a defective rope, had paid compensation to his | 
widow and children, the accident having occurred through the | 
fault of the defendants, the plaintiffs, to whom the right of action 
was assigned by the persons who had receiyed compensation, 


ge in respect of which the claim was made, to sue in | 


might, in their own name, sue the defendants. This was said 
to be under the general rule of Scottish law by which personal 
rights and obligations ex dslicto are assignable. We are dis. 
posed to think that in this respect the Scottish law is superior to 
our own. 


The Marine Insurance Bill. 

Me. Batrour, in answer to a question from Mr. McArravr, 
recently said that the Lord Chancellor hoped to succeed in 
passing the Marine Insurance (Codification) Bill through the 
House of Lords, and as it was practically uncontroversial, he 
hoped that it might be possible to get it through the House of 
Commons without delay. We cannot see that there can be any 
objection to this Bill becoming law, but we are disposed to 
think that those who expect much benefit from it will be 
disappointed. It has been the custom of late years to frame our 
text-books in the form of annotated codes, a number of proposi- 


, tions being followed in each case by explanatory comments, 


Phillips on Iusurance, a standard work, may be said to have 
set the example in this respect. Propositions carefully prepared 
by a specialist who has thoroughly studied his subject have 
some advantage over paragraphs in a code prepared by a 
parliamentary draftsman. 


A French Divorce Suit. 


Tue Fourra Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine, in the 
exercise of its jurisdiction as a court of divorce, has had to deal 
with an allegation of cruelty of a peculiar character. In a 
petition by husband against wife, the petitioner alleged that the 
wife took no part or interest in the ordinary affairs of the 
household, but played all day on the piano—a frivolous occupa- 
tion, considering the modest income of her husband. The court, 
however, considered that this complaint was irrelevant and 
inadmissible, and must be struck out. 








Type-written Documents. 


We have received from an esteemed correspondent a copy of 
a letter which has been addressed by Mr. ‘I. B. Sucpsn, the 
Registrar of Deeds for the West Riding, to the secretaries of 
the various Yorkshire law societies, which will probably revive 
the scare as to the transitory nature of type-writing which was 
rife a year or two back. The registrar states that he has had 
considerable difficulty in dealing with type-written memorials, 
and that he has already been compelled to decline to receive 
these when typed in copying ink, for the reason that, in the 
process of binding the memorials to form the register, 
that ink frequently becomes so diffused as to render 
the type illegible. Having regard, however, to the 
convenience which the use of the type-writing machine 
affords in office work, he has not hitherto felt justified in 
requiring all memorials to be written by hand. But Mr, 
Suepzn says that he is now obliged, by an inspection of the 
register, to invite the assistance of the law societies in effecting 
a total abandonment of t;pe-written memorials. He finds that 
such a memorial, registered so recently as December, 1902, has 
so faded that whole lines have disappeared altogether, and the 
type is quite illegible. He requests the societies to urge upon 
their members the absolute necessity of having all memorials 
written by hand with a reliable black registration ink, and his 
request, we take it, is an intimation that he will in future decline 
to receive type-written memorials altogether. 

It may be assumed that the registrar has good grounds for 
the step he is taking, and the nature of his office binds him to 


‘secure that the documents which he registers shall be as 


permanent as possible, But permanency is retjuired in other docu- 
ments which are now very frequently type-written—instructions, 


| drafts, copies of deeds, and so on—and his letter will doubtless 


come as somewhat of a shock to those who have discarded the 
careful, slow penmanship of an earlier day, and have gladly 
adopted the rapidity and convenience of the typewriter. 
We are by no means sure that the registrar is correct in 
ascribing the transitoriness of typewriting to the nature of the 
ink ysed. Upon the general subject of inks and their 
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manufacture a learned work has recently been issued,* and we 
should have been glad if this could have thrown light on the 
subject. But while it deals with all manner of inks—writing, 
printing, copying, &c.—it does not specifically deal with type- 
writing ink, and we must confess to ignorance of the exact 
nature of the solution in which the familiar ribbon is dipped 
before it is dried and issued for use. Between writing inks and 
printing inks there is, of course, a great diffence incomposition, but 
each in its own way is capable of indefinite permanence, though 
for this purpose the ink must be good. An interesting example 
of the different effect of inks used about the same time is given by 
Messrs. Mrrcneitand Herworts from Mitron’s Bible exhibited 
at the British Museum. On the first page he has entered with 
his own hand memoranda of the births of himself and members of 
his family. All are written in a dark ink with one exception— 
that of the entry of the birth of his daughter Dzsoran, the 
ink of which is very pale. In those days ink was usually 
made at home, and the authors give several recipes from 
family recipe-books. But whether home-made or not, the 
writing inks of an earlier day were, in general, not inferior 
to our own—probably they were superior—and excellent speci- 
mens of writing many hundred years old are extant. With 
regard to printng, it seems to have been the mark of a good 
printer that he should make his own ink. A writer in 1683 
complains that this duty is often neglected and English master- 
printers “instead of having good ink, content themselves that 
they pay an ink-maker for good ink, which may be better.or 
worse according to the conscience of the ink-maker.” 

At the present time we all have to rely on the conscience of 
the ink-maker, and we have no reason to suppose that our faith 
is misplaced. With regard to type-writing, we have made 
inquiry of persons practically conversant with the matter, and 
we gather that the fault is not with the ink, but with the 
mechanical means by which the visible representation of words is 
produced. In ordinary writing the fine — of the pen enables 
the ink to penetrate the paper sufficiently for it to be inerasable 
without interfering with the fabric of the paper, and even when 
it fades there are methods of reviving it which may be svecessful. 
Moreover, the modern blue-black ink, Messrs. Mironeti and 
Hzpwortu say, oxidizes and acquires its permanent colour within 
the paper instead of being placed ready oxidized on the surface. 
Printing ink is fundamentally different, but the same effect of 
permanence is obtained by the pressure brought to bear on the 
paper in printing. Typewriting has neither the advantage of 
the sharp point of the pen nor of the heavy pressure of the 
ogee] machine. It is buta slight tap, and the — is so 
ittle interfered with that mistakes can be corrected by rubbing 
without injury to the paper. At least we offer these suggestions 
as shewing that the West Riding registrar,has good grounds 
for objecting to typewritten memorials, and if typewriting has 
been maligned, we shall doubtless hear on the subject from some 
of our readers. 








Repeal by Necessary Implication. 


In dealing with the question, how far an earlier statute is 
repealed by a later, it is necessary to reconcile two legal maxims 
applied to the construction of statutes. On the one hand, itis 
said ‘‘leges posteriores priores contrarias abrogant””—i.e., that 
where the provisions of a later Act are so inconsistent with and 
repugnant to the provisions of an earlier Act that the two 
cannot stand together, the earlier Act is repealed. On the other 
hand, it is laid down that “ generalia specialibus non derogant ”— 
1¢., that where the Legislature has given its attention to a separate 


subject and made provision for it, the presumption is that a sub- | Eq 


sequent enactment is not intended to interfere with the special 
Provision unless it manifests very clearly an intention so to do. 

_It is clear that a public Act may by necessary implica- 
tion be repealed pro éanto by a later private Act. Thus, the 
provisions of the Metropolis Management Acts have in several 
cases been held to te overridden by special provisions 
in private Acts: see City and South London Railway Co. v. 
London County Council (1891, 2 Q. B. 518); London County 
“Inks, their Composition and Manufacture, including Methods of Examination and a 


Pull List of lish Patenta, By C. Armaworru Mrrone.., B.A. (Oxon,), F. I. C. and 
RC, Seeweate: With Forty-six Illustrations, including Four Plates, les Grittin & 





Oo, (Limited) 








Council vy. School Board for London (1892, 2 Q. B. 606), and 
Surrey Commercial Dock Co. v. Bermondsey Corporation (1904, 1 
K, B. 474). 

It is 2 well established cr that Bre Act a | be 
repealed by necessary implication bya public statute: see Parry 
ibendan’ be Co. (11 O. B. N.8. 519) and Daw vy. Metropolitan 
Board of Works (31 L. J. C. P. 223). 

It has, however, been doubted whether one private Act can be 
impliedly repealed by another private Act. Thus, it is laid 
down in Jenkins’ Reports (ed. of 1734), p. 198, that “a special 
statute does not derogate from a special statute without express 
words of abrogation,” and this was cited by Lord Davey, 
when at the bay, as a proposition that has been recognized ever 
since: see Baroness Wenlock v. River Dee Co. (38 C. D., at 
p. 536). In Trustees of Birkenhead Docks v. Laird (23 L. J. Ch., 
at p. 458) Turner, L.J., laid down the law as follows: “ It must 
be remembered that these several Acts, though declared public 
Acts, are substantially and in their nature private ones, 
and it is a rule of law that one private Act cannot 
repeal another except by express enactment.” This dictum has 
been questioned in works on the construction of statutes (see 
Hardcastle, p. 505; Maxwell, p. 254), and it is inconsistent with 
the decision of Woop, V.C., in London and Blackwall Railway Co. 
v. Board of Works of Limehouse (26 L. J. Ch., at p. 169), where it 
was held that a particular power given to the Commercial-road 
Trustees by the Commercial-road Act was repealed by implica- 
tion by a clause in the Act of the railway company: see 
Sion College v. London Corporation (1900, 2Q.B. 581). 

One would have thought that if a private Act can be impliedly 
repealed by a public statute, it would follow @ fortiori that it 
could be so repealed by another private Act. If a private Bill 
is brought in, notice is given to the parties affected by it, and 
opportunity is given to them to be heard in opposition to it if 
necessary. Indeed, in construing a private Act, one is entitled 
to have regard to the circumstances of the case—i.., whether 
it is probable under the circumstances that a particular 
person or corporation had an opportunity of being heard 
in Committee in opposition to the Bill: see Zaf Vale Railway 
Co. v. Davis & Son (1894, 1 Q. B., at p. 52); affirmed on this 
point by Lord Harssury (1895, A. C., at p. 547)); although it 
seems that evidence as to whether such person or corporation 
had in fact notice of the Bill is not admissible: see Edinburgh 
Railway Co. v. Wauchope (8 Cl. & F., at pp. 720, 723); Aemp v. 
West End Railway Co. (1 K. & J. 690); Regent's Canal Co. v. 
London School Board (1885, W. N. 4). On the other hand, a 
general provision in a public Bill is discussed with reference to 
general policy, and without any reference to private rights with 
which there is no intention on the we of the Legislature 
to interfere: see Thorpe v. Adams (L. 6 C. P., at p. 138). 
It is submitted that the dictum of Turner, LJ., in the 
Birkenhead case cannot be supported, and that there are no 
grounds for holding that one private Act cannot by implication 
repeal another, although no doubt the court endeavours to 
reconcile the two enactments, however inconsistent : see Pollock v. 
Lands Improvement Co. (37 Ch. D. 661). ee 

It would seem, however, that the inconsistent provision in the 
later Act must be specific and not general in its terms. Thus, in 
the case of railway companies, it has been held that a general 
power to purchase lands mentioned in the deposited plans does 
not authorize one railway om to acquire the Beg ee J in 
lands of another company p by them under the compul- 
sory powers of an earlier Act and used for the actual p of 
their line : see Reg. v. South-Western Railway Co. (14 Q. B. 902) 
and Dublin, §c., Railway Co. v. Navan, §v., Railway Co. (Ir. R. 5 
.393). In the Irish case the powers conferred by the later 
Act were held to be satisfied by gi the defendants an ease- 
ment over the plaintiffs’ line, but the decision does not seem a 
very satisfactory one. : 

It is curious that the question how far one private Act can by 
implication repeal another has not come before the courts in 
recent times, The point recently arose in the case of a well- 
known seaside resort, where a pier company, under their pro- 
visional order (confirmed by statute in the usual way), and the 
local authority, under a private improvement Act, had acquired 
Parliamentary powers of an inconsistent character. The question 


was, however, amicably - 
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Reviews. 


Statute Law. 


THE STUDENT’s STATUTE LAW: BEING SPECIALLY INTENDED FOR 
THE USE OF CANDIDATES AT THE FINAL AND Honours EXAMINA- 
TIONS OF THE Law Society. FourtuH Epirion, By ALBERT 
Gipson, ARTHUR WELDON, and H. Gipson Rivineton, M.A. The 
“* Law Notes’”’ Publishing Offices. 


The bulk of statute law which is of frequent application is such 
that the editors of this useful students’ work have to exercise a severe 
discretion in rejecting as much as may safely be spared in order to 
keep the book within reasonable bounds. In this edition they 
have eliminated the Land Transfer Acts and have restored 
the Companies Acts with the addition of the Act of 
1900; and some other recent statutes are included, such as the 
Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, and the Money-lenders Act, 1900. 
It is impossible, of course, to accompany each statute with a full 
annotation of cases, and the object of the work does not require it. 
But the more important statutes, such as the Conveyancing Acts, are 
fully furnished with explanations and references to cases—see, for 
instance, section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881—and the notes on 
the Statute of Frauds, which clearly explain the effect of the 
decisions, should be very useful to the student. Attention may also 
be called to the collection of statutes under Inland Revenue, with the 
introductory explanation of the general effect of the law relating to 
death duties. The book as a whole is a remarkably full guide to the 
most necessary statute law and the practitioner as well as the student 
will be likely to prove its utility in this new edition. 


Company Law. 
A Hanpy Book on THE FoRMATION, MANAGEMENT, AND WINDING 
UP OF JomInT Stock CoMPANIES. By F. Gorg-Browne, M.A., K C., 


and WILLIAM JORDAN, Company Kegistration and Parliamentary 
Agent. TWENTY-sIXTH EDITION. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


Although there has been no new legislation to deal with, the authors 
have found abundant new matter to incorporate in the present edition 
of this pop lar manual, The consolidated Winding-up Rules of 1904 
have given the opportunity for recasting and amplifying the chapters 
relating to windivg up, and a section on secret commissions has been 
introduced. Numerous recent decisions, also, have had to be noted, 
and the authors not inaptly observe that the effect of articles of 
association as a contract was dealt with, but not rendered clear, in 
Baily v. British Equitable Assurance Co. (52 W. R. 549; 1904, 1 Ch. 
373). The rapidity with which editions of the work are called for 
sufficiently attest that it finds a wide scope of usefulness. 





The Companies Acts, 

THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862 To 1900, AND OrHER STATUTES AND 
STATUTORY ENACTMENTS RELATING TO OR AFFECTING JOINT 
Stock CoMPANIES. Edited by A. Giynnz-Jones, B.A., LL.B. 
(Lond.), Solicitor. Fourru Epirion. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


This is a convenient collection of the statute law relating to com- 
panies with such references to cases as are likely to prove useful. The 
references have been brought up to date—as, for instance, by the 
inclusion of a note on the interesting case of Re Glasdir Copper Mines 
(1904, 1 Ch. 819), on the effect of a forfeiture of a lease by winding 
up on the rights of the debenture-holders to fixtures—and several fresh 
enactments have been included, such as section 5 of the Trade Unions 
Act, 1871, «excluding trade unions from the Companies Acts, and the 
Bodies Corporate (Joint Tenancy) Act, 1899. 





Books Received. 


The Australian Torrens System: being a Treatise on the System 
Land Transfer and Registration of Title N ow in Operation <a siz 
States of the Commonwealth ot Australia, the Colony of New Zealand, 
and Fiji and British New Guinea; including the Text of the Torrens 
Statutes and Ordinances in the Nine Territories, and References to 
Fn bop oe os ae = an Historical Account of the 

wth of the System. AMES EDWARD H rister-at- 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). iainianieideinaiats: 


The Student's Criminal and Magisterial Law, Written Specially fo 
Candidates for the Final and Honours Examinations of the Lew 
Society. By ALBERT Gipson and ARTHUR WELDON, Editors of the 


Correspondence. 


Sale by Real Representatives. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can any of your readers inform me whether, where one of 
two executors has renounced probate, he must either disclaim 
or execute the conveyance to the purchaser on a sale of unregistered 
land by the executor who has proved? Before the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, a trustee who had, as executor, renounced probate was 
obliged either to disclaim or execute the conveyance on a sale by his 
co-trustee. In 1902 it was insisted on in a case where I was acting 
for the vendor. 

Some remarks of Mr. Justice Kekewich, in his judgment in Re 
Pawley (44 SoxicrTors’ JouRNAL, 25, 48 W. R. 107) would seem to 
point to the belief that the renunciation would now be sufficient ; but 
it was not necessary for the decision of the case, which decided that an 
executor who had neither proved nor renounced must join in the 
conveyance. E. G. APPLETON. 

Combs, Stowmarket, Feb. 28. 


[Renunciation appears to be sufficient. Under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, 
s. 79, where an executor renounces probate, ‘‘the rights of such 
person in respect of the executorship shall wholly cease, and the 
representation of the testator and the administration of his effects 
shall . . . go, devolve, and be committed in like manner us if 
such person had not been appointed executor.” And under section 2 (2) 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the real estate is to ‘‘ devolve to and 
become vested in his personal representatives or representative from 
time to time.””—Ep. S.J. ] 








New Orders, &c. 


The Prison Act, 1808. 


The Secretary of State of the Home Department hereby gives 
notice, pursuant to section 3 (3) of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, 
that on the 21st of January, 1905, he made rules under the Prison 
Act, 1898, as to Convict Prisons and Juvenile-Adult Convicts, such 
rules to come into force on the Ist of April, 1905. 

Copies of the rules may be purchased at the Sale Office for Official 
Publications, Messrs. Wyman & Sons (Limited), Fetter-lane, E.C. 

Whitehall, the 21st of February, 1905. 

[The draft rules are lengthy. ] 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
FROST v. THE AYLESBURY DAIRY CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 24th Feb. 


Sate or Goops—Warrantx—Patent or UnpiscoveERABLE DErect— 
ParticuLaAR Purpose—Sai& or Goons Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 71), 
s. 14, suB-secrion 1, 

Appeal from Grantham, J., sitting with a special jury, on the ground 
of certain misdirections to the jury by the learned judge, of which 
paragraph G is alone material: ‘‘That if a purveyor of food provides 
tood that is not fit for human food, but which is injurious to health and 
causes a person injury, he is liable to damages ; or alternatively, omitting 
to direct the jury that such rule does not apply in the case of milk infected 
with germs of typhoid.’”’ A further ground was that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence, but as the court held there to be ample 
evidence the case is not reported on that ground, and only a brief outline 
of the facts is given. The action was brought by the plaintiff for damages 
caused by the death of his wife from typhoid fever in August, 1903, 
contracted, as alleged, from milk supplied by the defendant company. In 
its account books, supplied to its customers, the company set out the 
various precautions taken by it to insure that the milk supplied 
should be free from all contamination or adulteration—e.g., the 
company has an expert staff to test every sample of miik, and insists 
in all its contracts with the farmers from whom it draws its supply of 
milk that certain precautions should be taken to insure freedom from 
contamination. As a matter of fact, the company had taken every pre- 
caution which it undertook to take. Expert evidence was called to shew 
that a prolonged bacteriological examination is required to trace the 
germs of typhoid in milk, with the result thet before the exami- 
nation is complete the milk is no longer of use as such. The jury found 
their verdict for the plaintiff. The defendant company appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Cottms, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 

dismissed the are. 

Cotiyxs, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said: The first point 
taken, and the one most pressed upon us in ar ent, was whether, in 
point of law on the facts as ascertained, there could be any liability on the 
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defendants, even if admitted that the milk sold by the defendants was the 
cause of the typhoid fever. It was argued that there was no actionable 
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wrong done by the defendants. Section 14, sub-section 1, of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, enacts: ‘‘ Where the buyer, expressly or by implication, 
makes known to the seller the patticular purpose for which the 
are required, so as to shew that the buyer relies on the seller's 
skill or judgment, and the goods are of a description which it 
is in the course of the seller’s businessto supply . . . there is an 
implied condition that the goods shall be reasonably fit for such purpose.” 
It is argued that the milk was not bought under circumstances ‘‘ as to 
show that the buyer relies on the seller’s skill or judgment.’’ It cannot 
be denied that ‘‘the goods are of a description which it is in the course of 
the seller’s business to supply.’’ The point is, did the buyer rely on the 
seller’s skill or judgment? What were the circumstances under which the 
contract was made? As for the “‘ p se,’’ I do not suppose that anybody 
in their senses would question that the purpose was for the supply of an 
article of consumption. It would be absurd to call evidence to prove that. 
The purpose being known, did the buyer rely upon the seller’s skill or 
judgment? If ever a seller did inform the mind of his buyer. of his 
particular skill as an inducement to deal with him and no other, this com- 
y did. Here is their book with information interlarded so as you may 
in no manner pass over their special knowledge in the matter of milk. 
Now we come to the point of law pressed upon us: How can it be said 
that the skill of the seller is relied upon, when that seller by no amount of 
skill could find out the defect? That means you cannot be liable for latent 
defects except under a special contract. The law is the same now under the 
statute of 1893 as it was in the old days, and that very point was dealt 
with in Randall v. Newsom (2 Q B.D. 102). Brett, L.J., who delivered the 
considered judgment of the Court of Appeal, deals with the very point: 
“Ts it an absolute warranty that the pole shall be reasonably fit for the 
purpose, or is it only partially to that effect, limited to defects which 
might be discovered by care and skill?’’ At p. 109 he says,“ .. . 
and if that be the governing principle there is no place for the sugges 
limitation.’’ That concludes the argument upon that part of the case. I 
may shortly refer to the hot-water-bottle case: Preist v. Last (1903, 2 
K.B 148). A great deal of difficulty arises in some of the cases where 
the question to be decided is whether an article was sold for a particular 
purpose or not, when the article is one capable of being used for an 
indefinite number of purposes. But when you are dealing with an article 
which carries on its face the purpose for which it is to be used, that 
difficulty is cut out of the discussion. It was on that principle we decided 
the Preist case. It applies to milk in a higher degree. This appeal must 
be dismissed with costs. 

Matuew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounsEL, Lawson Walton, K.C., Macmorran, K.C., and W. 
Mackenzie; Duke, K.C., and Holman Gregory. So.icrrors, Harries, 
Wilkinson, §& Raikes ; Skipper §& Tucker. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Drucqurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HARBOTTLE v. ROBERTS. PEEL (Claimant). No. 1. 15th Feb. 


PracticE—INTERPLEADER—SUMMARY DecistoN—VALUE or SuBJECT- MATTER 
in Dispute over £50—Jvurispicrion—Rieut or Apprat—R. 8. C. Lyn. 8. 


This was an appeal from an order of Bray, J.,on an appeal from a 
decision of a master on the hearing of an interpleader summons. The 
master decided to try the dispute between the execution creditor and the 
claimant in a summary manner, under ord. 57, r. 8, though the value 
of the subject-matter in dispute was over £50. Bray, J., affirmed 
the decision of the master. The execution creditor, by leave of 
the learned judge, appealed. The claimant took the prelimi- 
nary objection that no appeal lay. An order for the summary 
decision of a dispute raised on an interpleader sumngons was itself a sum- 
mary decision within the meaning of ord. 57,r. 8, and was final and without 
appeal: Bryant v. Reading (17 Q. B. D. 128). The execution creditor relied 
on the rule of practice mentioned in the Annual Practice, 1905, vol. 1., 
p. 833, that where the value of the subject-matter in dispute is over £50 
the matter cannot be dealt with summarily. 

Tae Covurr (Coxums, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy, L.J.) upheld the 
preliminary objection. abe : 

Couns, M.R., said that the suggested rule of practice, if it existed, 
could not fetter the provisions of the statutory rules so as to exclude the 
jurisdiction of the master to deal summarily under ord. 57, r. 8, with a 
matter in which the value exceeded £50. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Rowlatt; Edward Clayton. 
Soxicrrors, Cohen § Cohen ; Freshfields. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


LEWIN AND OTHERS ». END. LEWIN AND OTHERS v. CIVIL SERVICE 
SUPPLY ASSOCIATION. No.2. 20th Feb. 


DweELLING-HoUSE—INTERPRETATION OF Ratinc—Srartvte. 


These were appeals from a Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and 
Kennedy, J.), affirming the decision of his Honour Judge Woodfall at the 
Westminster County Court. The plaintiffs, the present ap ts, were 
churchwardens of the parish of St. Paul, Covent-garden, and the question 
was whether certain premises Ley om to the respondents in each appeal 
were liable to pay a rate known as the rector’s rate, as situate in the 
said parish. By a private local Act of 12 Car. 2, c. 57, entitled ‘ An Act 
for making the precincts of Covent-garden parochial,”’ the ‘‘ houses ”’ of 
the inhabitants were charged with the sum of £250, increased to £520 by 
51 Geo. 3, c. 150, for the support of the rector, curator, clerk, and sexton. 
It was decided nearly sixty years ago, in Surmon v. Darley (18 M. & W. 
681), that the word ‘‘ houses” in these Acts meant ‘‘ dwelling-houses,’’ 
and that ‘“‘such buildings as warehouses and counting-houses were not 
included in it.’’ Alderson, B., in his judgment, said: “It is 
clearly meant to impose the charge only agp dwelling-houses, 





or at all events on those which are capable of being occu- 
ied as such. In Lewin v. Geo. Newnes § Co. (Limited) (90 L. T. 
60) judgment was given against the defendants on the und 
that a caretaker and his wife slept on the premises, which was 
sufficient to take the case out of the decision of Surmon v. Darley. The 
premises of the defendant End were formerly used as dwelling-houses, but 
had been converted into warehouses and offices. No person slept in the 
premises, nor could they have been reconverted for p of a dwelling- 
house without considerable structural alteration. The defendants’ (the 
Civil Service Association) premises were stores built upon land where had 
once stood dwelling-houses. In this case, too, no person slept upon the 
premises. : 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wrt.iams, Romer, and Sriecine, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal with costs. 

Vaveuan Witurams, L.J.—I do not see my way to depart from the 
decision of the Court of Exchequer in Surmon v. Darley. There they 
decided that in these Acts a ‘‘ house ”’ means a “‘ dwelling-house.’’ Neither 
of these houses is in fact being used as a dwelling-house. If there had 
been a covenant in either case not to use the house other than as a dwelling- 
house, there would have been a breach of the covenant in each case. It 
is said that the Court of a held that only if the house were not 
“capable of being used’’ as a dwelling-house it did not come within the 
meaning of these Acts. By a house ‘‘capable of being used” as a 
dwelling-house [ think was meant capable of being so used in its present 
structural condition. I do not think either the End house or the Civil 
Service house are houses in respect to which it may be truly said that they 
- capable of being used as dwelling-honses within the meaning of this 

ecision. 

Romer and Sririmc, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Macmorran, K.C., 
and Clarke Hall ; Frampton, and John Sanderson ; Danckwerts, K.C., Morton 
Smith, and Henn Collins. Soticrrors, Bartlett ¢ Large; Tathams §& Pym; 
Harry Wilson. 


[Reported by Maurice N. Drucguer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WADE & SONS CO. (LIM:) v. COCKERLINE & CO. No. 2. 
22nd and 23rd Feb. 


Surp—CuarTER-PARTY—CONSTRUCTION—EXCEPTIONS — UNSEAWORTHINFSS — 
Accripent Cavusep By Servants’ NxGiiceNce—Liarmiry oF Suxip- 
OWNERS. « 


This was the plaintiffs’ appeal from the judgment of Kennedy, J., and 
the action was brought to recover damages for breach of charter-party. 
It appeared that the vessel was chartered by the plaintiffs for the purpose 
of carrying timber from Stockholm to West Hartlepool, and that while 
she was taking in cargo, through the want of proper care on the part of 
the stevedores, who were the servants of the shipowners, a large quantity 
of the cargo on the bridge-deck pressed so severely upon the uprights placed 
against the stanchions to hold the cargo in position that the stanchions gave 
way and some of the cargo was lost. The question for decision was whether, 
in the circumstances, the damage was caused by the unseaworthiness of the 
ship, or whether the negligence of persons employed by the shipowners 
caused the damage, in which latter case it was contended that the loss 
would fall on the charterers by reason of. the exceptions in favour of the 
shipowners contained in the charter-party. Kennedy, J., gave judgment 
for the defendants, finding as a fact that the loss was not due to any 
unseaworthiness of the vessel with respect to the cargo upon her, but that 
the loss was caused by the negligence of the stevedores, for which the 
shipowners would have been liable were it not for the exceptions contained 
in the charter-party. The salient clauses of the charter-party were as 
follows: (1) ‘‘That the said steamship being tight, staunch, and strong 
and every way fitted for the voyage, shall with all convenient 
‘ - and there load, always afloat, from the agents of the said 
charterers, a full and complete of . . . The steamer to be pro- 
vided with a deck load and full freight, at charterers’ risk, not exceeding 
what she can reasonably stow and carry over and above her tackle, 
apparel, provisions and furniture, and being so loaded shall therewith 

roceed to . . and deliver the same.’’ (7) ‘‘The act of God, the 
Queen’s enemies, restraints of princes and rulers, and perils of the seas 
excepted. Also . . . collisions, strandings, and accidents of naviga- 
tion, or latent defects in, or accidents to hull and machinery . . . 
always excepted, even when occasioned by the negligence, default, or error 
in judgment of the pilot, master, or mariners, or other persons employed 
by the shipowner, or for whose acts he is responsible, not resulting, how- 
ever, in any case from want of due diligence by the owner of the ship or 
by the ship’s husband or manager. . . .” 

Tur Covrr dismissed the appeal, and it was said by 

VaucHan Witu1ams, L.J., that the court was asked by counsel for the 
appellants to apply a rule of construction based on the maxim expressio unius 
exclusio alterios as it it were applicable to all contracts, but that he could not 
agree. It was impossible to apply the rule in cases where the expression was 
found only in one clouse and not in the other clauses of the same contract ; in 
such case there was no expressio unius in the contract. Appellants’ counsel 
did not contend that the rule was one applicable to charter-parties only, 
and no authority tor that proposition was suggested. His poy tm 
with Kennedy, J., as to the facts. It was common ground that there was 
always a presumption of a warranty of seaworthiness of the ship by the 
ship owner in favour of the charterer, and if there was a breach of that war- 
ranty by the shipowner, he would not be relieved from the liability resulting 
therefrom by reason of the charter-party containing clause 7 (supra). What 
the court had to determine was whether a breach of a warranty of sea- 
worthiness had been established by the facts. The warranty was one of 
fitness of the ship, and it applied while the vessel was in port and was 
waiting to load. The shipowner’s liabiliity might vary at different stages. 
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In this case there was a warranty of the fitness of the vessel to receive her 
cargo, and it was plain that she was in a condition perfectly fit to receive 
her cargo, and that the accident occurred in the course of its reception. 
At this stage it mattered not what the shipowner’s other warranties were 
at future stages of the transaction. His lordship thought that the opera- 
tion of receiving the cargo had not come to an end, and therefore the only 
warranty governing the case was that the ship was fit to receive her cargo. 

Romer, L.J., came to the same conclusion. There was no breach of the 
warranty of seaworthiness. Olause 7 applied to deck cargo as well as to 
other cargo, although deck cargo was mentioned specifically in clause 1. 

Srrauine, L.J., agreed. 

A stay of execution, in view of an appeal to the House of Lords, was 
refused, the appellants undertaking to refund the costs in the event of a 
successful appeal.—CounszL, J. 4. Hamilton, K.O., and H. Gregory ; Carver, 
K.C., and A. J. Ashton. Sotrcrrors, Trinder, Capron, § Co.; Pritchard § 
Sons, for Hearfield § Lambert, Hull. 

|Reported by Hexry Sreruen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
ke JOHNSON. SANDY v. REILLY. Farwell, J. 23rd Feb. 


Wit — Construction — Restrpvaky Prrsonatty Passep sy Usx 
IxrormaL Worps—‘* Donatio Mortis Cavsd ”—** Domrnivum 
Rerarsine Access. 
Adjourned summons. 

estate valued at £1,297, besides jewellery. 

of May, 1902, by which she gave several specific legacies, including 
pictures and a ‘‘ gentleman’s diamond ring,” to various persons. The 
will then continued: ‘‘I direct that the remainder of my household 
property, including my house in Mildmay-grove, should be sold, and after 
paying funeral and testamentary expenses and just debts, be equally 
divided between my four sisters.’’ The first question which the trustees 
sought to have decided by this summons was whether the bequest of ‘‘ the 
remainder of my household property ’’ passed the entire residuary personal 
estate of the testatrix to her four sisters, or whether she had died intestate 
as to certain stocks and goods, part of her residuary personal estate. On 
behalf of the testatrix’s sisters it was argued that informal words like 
“‘ goods’? had been held to pass the whole @esiduary personalty of a 
testator when the informal word or words were coupled with a reference 
to debts and funeral expenses as in the present case, the ground for such 
decisions being that the fund out of which debts and funeral expenses are 
primarily payable is the residuary personalty, and that a direction to pay 
debts and funeral expenses out of what was given by the informal words 
used, whatever they might be, shewed primé facie an intention that 
all the residuary personalty should pass: Kendal v. Kendal (4 Russ. 
360), Rogers v. Thomas (2 Keen 8), Stockes v. Barré (Johns, 54). Thus, in 
the same circumstances, a word like ‘‘ household property ’’ might, in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary, be held to include all residuary 
personalty, especially as it was obviously used to include a house which, 
as a fact, was not the house in which testatrix lived. The result of hoid- 
ing the contrary would be a partial intestacy, further strengthening 
the grounds of decision which had been held sufficient in the 
cases cited. For the next-of-kin it was contended that the 
informal words used in the cases above cited had always been general 
words of open meaning, like ‘‘goods”’ or “‘ money,’’ never words of 
restricted signification, like ‘‘ household ’’ property, and that it was not the 
practice of the court to strike out a concrete word of this sort and to 
construe the will as if ‘‘ property ’’ had been written instead of ‘‘ household 


” 


OF 


A testatrix, Mary Amelia Johnson, died leaving 
She left a will dated the 17th 


TO a 
. ~ ae hl J., in giving judgment on this point, said: I think there is just 
enough in this will to enable me to avoid deciding that there is an intestacy 
in respect of the residuary personalestate. Among the specific legacies is a 
“¢ gentleman’s diamond ring,’’ and then comesa direction to sell the remainder 


of testatrix’s household property, including a house, Thus we get at what 
is meant by ‘‘ household property ”’ in this will by seeing that it includes a 
house and specifically excludes a diamond ring. The will treats the whole 
of the fund thus formed as a fund for the payment of just debts, funeral and 
testamentary expenses, and I hold that it meansall residuary personal estate. 
A question was then raised on the summons whether, under the following 
circumstances, the testatrix had made a valid donatio mortis causé. Before 
going into hospital (whereshe died) testatrix had sent toa friend, Mrs. Birchell, 
a box containing certain share-certificates, and jewellery. She retained 
the key herself, and while in hospital shewed it to Mrs. Birchell, saying, 
*T have ee that you get this in the event of my death, and that 
will tell you what to do.’’ On her death Mrs. Birchell received the key 
with a label on it, addressed to her in the handwriting of the testatrix. 
Inside the box, on being opened, was a memorandum : ‘‘ I hereby authorize 
Mrs. Birchell to give the = hereby mentioned.’’ For the residuary 
legatees it was argued that the circumstances did not establish a sufficient 
donatio mortis causé. A transfer, under the circumstances above set forth, 
was not, as must be shewn, an absolute gift subject to divesting under 
certain circumstances, but merely a transfer to a bailee, made for the 
P of avoiding estate duty. The things transferred still formed part 
of the estate of the testatrix: Zveasury Solicitor v. Lewis (48 W. R. 694; 
1900, 2 Ch. 812). On the other hand it was contended that there was a 
sufficient assignment of the box and its contents. Although delivery of 
the key is equivalent to delivery of the box, the delivery of the box itself, 
even without the key, is enough, for the box is the thing given, not the 
key, which is a mere symbol, and makes no difference to the grant of full 
dominium as well as possession : Hawkins v. Blewitt (2 Esp. 663). 

Farwett, J.—This is a curious point, whether I am to infer that the 





testatrix parted with dominion as well as possession. The cases cited 
to shew, at least, that retention of the key preserves resort to the box, and 
from the facts here I can infer nothing else than that the testatrix meant 
to keep dominion over the box, and never parted with it in the sense 
necessary for a valid donatio mortis causd.—CounsuL, Manning ; Yardley; 
Farwell; Ball. Sottcrrors, Claremont § Haynes ; C. J. Rawlinson § Son. 


{Reported by C. H. Carnpen Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SLATTER (DECEASED). HOWARD». LEWIS. Joyce, J. 22nd Feb, 
Wiutt—Beevest—CHARITABLE Girr— VEGETARIAN Society. 


The question for decision in this adjourned summons was whethera 
certain bequest was a good charitable bequest. The testator by his will 
gave his real and residuary personal estate in trust for sale and conversion, 
and after payment thereout of legacies and the duties thereon, declared 
that out of the residue his trustees should set apart a sum of £3,000 upon 
trust to pay the income to his sister for life, and after her death should pay 
£1,000, part of the said £3,000, to Professor J. E. B. Mayor, Senior Fellow 
of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and the Rev. W.J. Monk, of Doddington 
Vicarage, Kent, or to the survivor of them, to be applied as the said 
J. E. B. Mayor and W. J. Monk, or the survivor of them, might in their 
or his absolute discretion think best in furtherance of the pritiples 
of food reform as advocated by the vegetarian societies of Manchester and 
London, and should pay another £1,000, part of the £3,000, to the Homeo- 
pathic Hospital and Dispensary at Tunbridge Wells, which was eventually 
to receive the remaining £1,000. The will contained a declaration giving 
priority to the legecy for vegetarian principles. Subiect to these legacies 
there were certain ultimate residuary bequests. The residue was not suffi- 
cient to satisfy the bequests of the £3,000. The bequest to the Homeo- 
pathic Hospital was admitted to be a good charitable bequest. It was 
contended on behalf of the residuary legatees and the Homeopathic 
Hospital that the gift to Prof. J. E. B. Mayor in his absolute discretion for 
the furtherance of the principles of food reform was not a good charitable 
bequest. He might dispose of it in his absolute discretion in many ways 
that would not be for a charitable object, any purpose which might further 
the principles of vegetarianism would be within the provision of the gift, 
such as providing the means to open a high-class vegetable shop, which 
clearly could not be held to be charitable. In order to be a good gifttoa 
charity the object must be charitable, and further, the object must be 
certain ; there must be no choice in disposing of it for other purposes. The 
fact that the gift was not to the vegetarian societies themselves distin- 
guished this case from the Irish case of Re Cranston (1898, 1 Ir. Rep. 431), 

Joyce, J., held that the gift to Professor Mayor was a good charitable 
gift, and said that although he was not bound to follow the Irish case of 
Re Cranston, where it was held that the object of the same vegetarian 
societies as were mentioned in the will in this case might be fairly described 
as charitable soas to make a gift to them good which otherwise would be 
bad as it was a perpetuity, yet considering the reasoning in that case he 
should follow it and declare that the gift was a good charitable gift.— 
Counsel, F. A. Schwann; G. Lawrence; J.G. Wood; S. R. Earle ; R. J. 
Parker. Souicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchard, § Co., W.C. Cripps, Son, § 
Daish, Tunbridge Wells; Griffiths § Gardiner, for C. Vinall, Tunbridge 
Wells; Braby § Macdonald ; The Official Solicitor. 

[Reported by R. Faanxuin Srussina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re KNAGGS (DECEASED), KNAGGS v. KNAGGS. Joyce, J. 
22nd and 23rd Feb. 


Wii — Construction — ‘‘ Fatsa Demonsrratio’’—‘‘ Art My Rarway 
Suargs ’’—Easr Inp1an Annurtres—Srock—42 & 43 Vicr. c. 206. 


The testatrix by her will dated the 26th of June, 1888, made the follow- 
ing bequest: ‘‘ I bequeath to my brother all my railway shares.’”” At the 
date of the will the testatrix had no railway shares. She had held shares 
in the East India Railway Co., but these shares had been converted as 
from the 1st of January, 1880, into annuities known as the East Indian 
Annuities, under the provisions of the East Indian Railway Purchase Act, 
1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 206), although she had retained the certificate of the 
converted shares. Besides these annuities she held stock in the London and 
South-Western Railway at the date of the will. The question for decision 
on this summons was whether the East Indian annuities passed under the 
bequest of ‘‘ all my railway shares,’’ or whether they fell into the residue, 
By section 2 of the Act it was provided that the expression ‘‘ stock ”’ in the 
Act should include “‘ shares,”’ and section 40 provided that in every case 
where by will or other testamentary instrument coming into operation after 
the 3lst day of December, 1879, a proprietor purports to dispose of a par- 
ticular sum of stock, or of the whole of his stock, or of an aliquot portion 
of the whole of his stock, such disposition shall, in the absence of contrary 
intention declared by the proprietor in the will or other testamentary 
instrument, or in other document under his hand, operate in the same 
manner and to the same extent asif the proprietor had in such will or other 
testamentary instrument disposed in favour of the same persons and for the 
same \interests of the annuities allotted in lieu of the particular sum of 
stock, or of the whole or any aliquot portion of the whole of the annuities 
allotted or to be allotted to him in respect of the stock standing in his name 
on the 31st of December, 1879, but not so as to deprive any legatee of 
stock of any rights or privileges attached thereto after that date. It was 
contended for the legatee that the gift of ‘all my railway shares,’’ by 
section 2, included stock, and that therefore by section 40 the annuities 

under the bequest. The expression ‘‘ purports to dispose of ’’ meant 
‘* intends to dispose of.’’ For the resid legatee it was argued that 
section 40 meant purports to dispose of apart from the Act, and that 
by the will she did not purport to dispose of the annuity. These annuities 
would not pass under a bequest of “all my railway stock,” they must be 
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expressly mentioned, unless the testatrix had no other railway stock, but 
in the present case there was other stock to satisfy the bequest, therefore 
these annuities do not pass under this bequest but fall into the residue. The 
cases as to the ratio decidendi for saying that railway shares mean stock are 
Re Weeding a 2 Ch. 364) and Morris v. Aylmer (7 EK. & I. App. 717, 10 
Ch. App. 148). 

Joyce, J., said he did not think the Legislature intended this Act to 
affect the construction of a will. Looking at sections 2 and 40, he had no 
doubt that if a testator was the owner of one of the East Indian Annuities, 
and made a will purporting to dispose of all his railway stock, the annuity 
would pass under such a bequest. In the present case the testatrix 
purported to dispose of all her railway shares—at the time she made her 
will she had no railway shares upon which the bequest could operate, 
although she had other railway stock—but there was no reason why that 
stock should be held to satisfy the legacy more than these annuities. 
Therefore he held that the East Indian annuities passed under the bequest 
of “all my railway shares ”’ in the will just as if it had purported to dispose 
of all my railway stock.’”’—CounseL, W. Barnard; P. F. Wheeler; W. H. 
Oovens-Hardy. Soxtrcrtor, A. F. V. Wild, for Owen § Bailey, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by R. Franxuin Stussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
FRERE v. NORTH SHORE MILL CO. Div. Court. 18th Jan. 
Practice— Leave To APPEAL. 


In this motion the court was moved to extend the time for appealing. 
The applicant, relying upon a decision of the Divisional Court, in the first 
place appealed direct to the Court of Appeal from an order of Jelf, J., 
made in chambers directing certain arbitrators to state a special case. The 
Court of Appeal had decided in more than one case subsequently to the 
case relied on by the applicants, but without being referred to that case, 
that such an appeal did not lie to the Court of Appeal, but to the Divjsional 
Court. The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal, and -in the meantime 
the time for appealing to the Divisional Court had expired. Hence the 
court was moved to extend the time. 

Tue Court (Kennepy and Riptey, JJ.) granted leave to appeal within 
fourteen days. 

Kennepy, J.—Leave must be granted. In this case there was without 
any doubt a genuine desire to appeal, but unfortunately the applicant, 
relying upon a case, which had not been referred to in subsequent cases, 
decided contrarily to that case, gave notice of appeal direct to the Court of 
Appeal. No injustice will be done by granting leave. I think myself that 
the case is distinguishable from in Re Helsby, Ex parte The Trustee (1894, 
1Q. B. 742), but whether that be so or not, in my opinion in this class of 
case, each must stand on its own merits. Fourteen days will be allowed ; 
the question of costs reserved. 

Riotey, J.—I concur.—Counset, Hamilton, K.C.; Danckwerts, K.C. 
Soxicrtors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Simpson, North, § Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Drucquer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


KNIGHT v». MARKET HARBOROUGH CO. (LIM.). Phillimore, J. 
18th Jan. 


Revenue—Income Tax—Exemprtion or ‘‘ Pgrsons”? with IncomE UNDER 
£160—WuetHer “Person”? Inctupes Limirep Company—Income Tax 
Act, 1842 (56 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 163, 192. 

This was an appeal by the Crown against the decision of the Com- 
missioners of Income Tax, and raised an important qgestion as to exemption 
from income tax. It appeared from the special case that the Market 
Harborough Co. was a limited company with a capital of £2,000 divided 
into 2,000 shares of £1 each which had been fully subscribed and paid 
up. The articles of association provided that Table A of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, should apply to the company except as thereinafter 
provided by clause 4 of the articles, that at the discretion of the 
directors part of the profits might be set aside to reserve fund. Such 
reserve fund was to be applicable towards meeting bad debts, providing 
for extraordinary expenditure, equalization of dividends, and other pur- 
poses to which the company’s funds were properly applicable. The 
following regulations (inter alia) of Table A apply: 72. ‘‘ The directors 
may, with the sanction of the shareholders in public meeting, declare a 
dividend out of the profits of the company be paid to members in propor- 
tion to their share.’”’ 73. ‘‘ No dividend shall be payable except out of the 
profits arising from the company.’’ The company’s gross profit for the 
year ending the 3lst of March, 1903, was £280 17s. 2}d., which, being 
added to the balance in hand of £8 14s. 24d., made a total of £289 11s. 5d. 
This amount was dealt with as follows: £50 was placed to an account for 
depreciation, £25 was placed to reserve fund, £100 was paid to share- 
holders by way of dividend,£15 was paid to the directors for their 
services, £99 lls. 5d. was carried to the next account, and it 
was intended to deal with the profits for 1904 in a similar fashion. 
The company was assessed to income tax for the year ending the 5th of 
April, 1904, at £85—i.e., £133, less £50 for depreciation, based on the 
average of the previous three years’ profit, under Schedule D, and was 
further assessed in respect of an assessment of the £37 18s. made under 
Schedule A for the year ending 5th of April, 1904, ona tenant of the 
company as occupier of.a shop owned by the company—i.c., £45 8s. (the 
rent of the house and shop), less £7 10s. for as 9 e assessment was 
admitted to be correct, but the company appealed to the commissioners on 
the ground that they were exempt by reason of their total income being 

on their behalf that as by 

the interpretation clause, section 192 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, a 


person includes ‘‘a body politic or corporate’’ it was entitled to 
the exemption, and that Tax Acts, being in the nature of penal 
Acts, must be strictly construed, and persons coming within the words of 
the clause were entitled to take advantage thereof, whether the result 
was contemplated at the time of the passing of the Act. The surveyor 
pointed out that the extension of the word ‘‘ person ”’ to ‘ body politic or 
corporate ’’ was limited by the words ‘‘ unless it be otherwise specially 
provided,’’ unless there be something in the subject or context repugnant 
to such construction, and contended (a) that section 100 of the Act of 1842, 
rule 3 of the rules applicable to cases 1 and 2, provided for exemption 
only to individuals and not to a joint stock ——s) and that the 
exemption of a company was repugnant to the spirit of the exempting 
sections. He also contended that as the company was i under 
the Companies Acts it would not be a ‘‘body politic or corporate”’ 
within the meaning of the Act, as at that date the only incorporated 
bodies were those under Royal Charter or special Act of Parliament. 
Finally, even if the company wasa person within section 192, then section 
163 excepts from exemption so much of the tax as is liable to be deducted 
or returned by the company, and as the company applies or may apply its 
profits in payment of dividends from which it is entitled to deduct income 
tax, it was not entitled to exemption. The commissioners allowed the 
appeal but stated this case. 

Puriiiorg, J., allowed the appeal. In the course of his judgment he 
stated that he did not rest his decision on the interpretation of the word 
person, but assuming that the company was a person, it-was not entitled to 
exemption for the reason that before paying dividends it was bound to 
deduct from the dividends the proper amount of income tax payable thereon. 
That being so, the company lost nothing by paying income tax, and the 
shareholders lost nothing, because if entitled to do so they could recover 
from the income tax authority the amount which had been deducted in 
respect of income tax.—Counset, R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Rowlatt. 
Soxtcrror, Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 

{Reported by Atay Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |} 


HARDACRE v. PURCELL. Wills, J. 16th Jan. 


Coryricnt Law—Ricut or Dramatic RepRESENTATION—ASSIGNMENT OF 
Ricur — MisstaTeMeNT IN RecisTRatTion or AssiGNMeNT— Dramatic 
Coryricnt Act, 1853 (3 & 4 Wit. 4, oc. 15), s. 1—Copyricut Act, 
1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 45), ss. 11 anp 24, 


This was an action for’ an injunction and for the alleged 
infringement of the right of representation of the play known as “ East 
Lynne,” ‘‘ Ballock’’ version. It was found by the jury in answer to the 
questions put to them by the judge, that the play assigned to the 
plaintiff Hardacre by the author Chute in 1888 was the version known 
as the ‘‘Hallefax”’ version, and that Chute was the creator of the 
‘¢ Ballock’’ part which established the success of the play. During 
the hearing of the case, it transpired that, in the registration of the 
play at Stationers’ Hall, mistakes had been made as to the time and 
place of the first performance, and it was contended on behalf of the 
defendant that these mistakes deprived the plaintiff of the right to sue. 
It was also contended that there was no evidence to support the first 
finding of the jury. Oounsel cited Clark v. Bishop (23 L. T. N. 8. 898). 
On behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that the plaintiff was not 
estopped by the mistakes from setting up his true title. Cur. adv. vult. 


Jan. 16.—Wi11s, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff, and in the course 
of a lengthy judgment, after dealing fully with the facts, and co to 
the conclusion that there was abundant evidence to support the verdict, 
said the question of law raised under the Copyright Act was a very serious 
one—viz., What was the legislation affected by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15, and what 
was the bearing on the respective rights of the plaintiff and defendant 
respectively? His lordship then dealt with the various statutes, 
and came to the conclusion that the incorrect entries prevented 
the plaintiff from having any of the advantages granted to registered 
proprietors by the statute. There remained the important question 
—what further effect S any) did the erroneous entry have upon 
the plaintiff’s rights? It was argued that by section 24 the right of the 
plaintiff in such a case was destroyed. He could not agree to that; 
section 24 provided that no one should bring an action for copyright until 
he had e the entry provided by the Act. The omission, however, was 
not to affect the copyright, but only the right to bring an action ; it went 
on to say that nothing therein contained (which he thought must mean 
contained in the section) should prejudice the remedies of the proprietor 
of the sole right of representation given by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15 or by 5 & 6 
Vict. c. 45 although no entry should be made in the register. He thought, 
therefore, that the effect of a statement incorrect in material particulars 
was to vitiate the registration and deprive the plaintiff of the material advan- 
tages conferred by section 11 of being able to rely upon the entry as primd 
facie proof of his title, but did not take away his title, but left him to prove 
it if he could. It was further argued that by reason of the misstatement 
the plaintiff was estopped from setting up his true title, but there was no 
evidence that the defendant was in any way misled by the erroneous entry. 
He could imagine a case under which the erroneous representation t 
be of such a character, and so acted upon as to effect an estoppel, not by 
reason of any of the provisions of the Act, but upon ordinary common law 
principles, but all the elements of such a case were wanting here. There 
was merely an error as to the time and place of the first performance, a 
matter which was not in any way essential to title, but merely made the 
entry in the register such that the plaintiff could get none of the benefits 
by the Act attached to the registration.—CounszL, Shee, K.C., and Morton 


Smith; Lush, K.C., and Atkin. Soxicrrors, Smiles ¢ Co.; J. Moberley 
Si q 





{Reported by Aran Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Law Societies. 
Associated Provincial Law Societies. 


Minutes of the annual meeting of the above societies, held at the Law 


Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, on Friday, the 10th of February, 
1905, Mr. R. Exxert, of Cirencester, in the chair. 
Present : The undermentioned societies, represented as follow :— 


The Manchester Incorporated Law Association, Mr. W. H. Norton and 


Mr. A. E. Paterson. 
The Herts Law Society, Mr. Ed. P. Debenham, Mr. H. W. Poole, 
and Mr. C. E. Longmore. 
The Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society, Mr. W. J. Humfrys, 
The Somerset Law Society, Mr. Edgar H. Watson. 
The Blackburn Incorporated Law Association, Mr. Richard Wilding. 
The Nottingham Incorporated Law Society, Mr. J. A. H. Green and 
Mr. E. H. Fraser. 
The Shropshire Law Society, Mr. H. J. Osborne and Mr. Rowland T. 


Hughes. 

"The Bury and District Incorporated Law Society, Mr. H. W. Chell. 

The Birmingham Incorporated Law Society, Mr. A. H. Coley. 

The Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law Society, Mr. O. P. 
Douglas and Mr. Richard Farmer. 

The Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Arthur Wightman 
and Mr. Edward Bramley. 

The Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law Society, Mr. R. 
Ellett, Mr. H. Bevir, Mr. Rowland McLaren, and Mr. Herbert H. Scott. 

The Liverpool Incorporated Law Society, Mr. F.M. Hull, Mr. Arthur S. 
Mather, and Mr. C. H. Morton. 

The Wolverhampton Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Thos. C. Greensill 
and Mr. C. Byron. 

The Sussex Law Society, Mr. Thos. Eggar. 

The Bristol Incorporated Law Society, Mr. F. F. Cartwright. 

The Norfolk and Norwich Incorporated Law Society, Mr. F. O. Taylor. 

The Hampshire Incorporated Law Society, Mr. G. W- Edmonds. 

The Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law Society, Mr. 
D. H. Witherington. 

The Northampton Incorporated Law Society, Mr. W. B. Shoosmith. 

The Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Frank 
Marshall. 

The Kent Law Society, Mr. S. H. King. 

Accounts.—The accounts for the year 1904 were presented, and having 
been audited, were passed. 

Eleetion of Hon. Secretaries.—Mr.'Thomas Marshall and Mr. C. H. Morton 
were appointed honorary secretary and honorary assistant secretary for 
the year. The subscription of members for the year 1905 was fixed at the 
same rate as that for the year 1904. 

Legal Education Committee.—The hon. secretary stated that the associa- 
tion had been requested to submit to the Council of the Law Society the 
name of a member of the association to serve on the Legal Education 
Committee of the society in the place of Mr. H. C. Harvey, of Newcastle, 
resigned. (See minutes of 5th January, 1904, p. 753). Mr. Hull, on 
behalf of the Liverpool Law Society, proposed :—‘‘ That Dr. Faulkner, of 
Northampton, be nominated for election on this committee.” This 
proposal having been seconded by Mr. Shoosmith, of Northampton, was 
carried unanimously.* 

Rule Committee.—The hon. secretary referred to the resolutions passed at 
the last annual meeting appointing Mr. A. S. Mather, of Liverpool, Mr. 
C. H. Morton, and himself a committee to carry into effect the resolutions 
then passed on this subject (see minutes, p. 760). He reported that in 
pursuance of those resolutions, the members of the committee obtained an 
appointment with the Lord Chancellor on the 17th of June, 1904, and that 

e Chancellor was understood to agree in principle with the suggestion 
then made to him, viz., that there should be a permanent nominee of the 
Law Society on the Rule Committee, in place of the president for the time 
— that society, and that a provincial solicitor, being a member of 
the Law Society, and to be from time to time appointed by the Lord Chan- 
cellor, should also be placed on the committee. (See minutes, p. 766). 
The Lord Chancellor pointed out, however, that legislation would be 
required for the purpose. A draft of an amendment to the Judicature 
Act for giving effect to the association’s views was left with the Lord 
Chancellor for his consideration. The hon. secretary further reported that 
the committee thought it desirable to bring the matter again before the Lord 
Chancellor with a view, if possible, of inducing him to introduce a Bill to 
give effect to the resolutions in question. He stated that an appointment 
for this purpose had been obtained for four o’clock on that afternoon, and 
that the President of the Law Society (Mr. Rawle) and Sir John Hollams 
had kindly promised, at the request of the committee, to go with them to 
see the Lord Chancellor.t 

Land Transfer.— Derby Resolutions.—The Derby resolutions having been 
submitted to the Land Transfer Committee of the Law Society, some 


® At the Council Meeting, held mubseg uentl om the day of the meeting, Dr. Faulkner 
was elected 2 member of the committee pusaiasien of tiie nessination. . 

+ The deputation ss above constituted saw the Lord Chancellor as arranged, and sub- 
mitted Clauses A and B as originally suggested with the following amended Clause C: A 
on business at a p) more than twenty miles from the 


to contin time as shall be in such appoint- 
The Lord Chancellor. having been addressed by the Presideat of the Law Society, 


was discussed. The President of the Law Society (Mr. Rawle) and Messrs, 
C. M. Barker, Wm. Godden, and H. E. Gribble attended the meeting 
accordingly. Mr. Hull, president of the Liverpool society, and My. 
Taylor, president of the Norwich society, respectively proposed ang 
seconded the following resolutions, which, after discussion, were unanj. 
mously passed: (1) ‘‘ That the Land Transfer Act, 1897, having now been 
in operation for upwards of four years in the County of London, the result 
of the experiment ought to be tested by a public inquiry before any extep. 
sion of the system under the provisions of the Act is permitted.”’ (2) ‘ That 
the Law Society and the provincial law societies be urged collectively ang 
individually to induce members of Parliament and Parliamentary candi. 
dates to assist them to carry out the above resolution.”” (3) ‘That copies 
of the above resolutions be sent to the Yorkshire law societies being 
members of the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies.” 

The Presidentiof the Law Society said that the Land Transfer Committee 
concurred in the above resolutions. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the business of the meeting, 





Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society. 


The thirtieth annual general meeting of this society was held at the 
Rooms, Hoole’s-chambers, Bank-street, Sheffield, on the 23rd ult., Mr. H, 
Hvucues (the president) being in the chair. Present: Messrs. H, E, 
Sandford, J. C. Auty, A. B. Richardson, J. H. Davidson, F. E. Eaton, 
L. E. Emmet, T. A. Skinner, H. W. Jackson, E. T. Harrop (Rotherham), 
G. H. Simpson, H. P. Burdekin, OC. Barker, 8. H. Clay, D. H. Porrett, 
G. E. Branson, F. Sampson, W. Hiller, F. F. Smith, R. T. Wilson, J. K 
Parker, F. Bowman, W. E. Dyson, G. T. Fernell, H. Bedford, H. N 
Lucas, W. F. Smith, and E. Bramley (hon. sec.). - 

The notice convening the meeting and the report, as printed and 
circulated, having been taken as read, it was resolved: 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, the treasurer for the 
past year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be 
given to him for his services. 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Herbert 
Hughes, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, 
and the consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Edward 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary during the past year. 

5. That Mr. P. K. Wake be elected the president, Mr. R. M. Brown the 
vice-president, and Mr. Arthur Wightman be re-elected the treasurer, and 
Mr. Edward Bramley the secretary, of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 
year: Messrs. J. Carrington (Barnsley), W. E. Clegg, W. B. Esam, E. T. 
Harrop (Rotherham), A. E. Maxfield, 8. J. Newsom, J. K. Parker, F. 
Parker Rhodes (Rotherham), B. A. Wightman, A. Howe, G. A. Wilson, 
H. Hughes, J. N. Coombe, H. 8S. Barker, and P. G. Smith. 

7. That the best thanks of the society be given to Messrs. H. P. Burdekin 
and G. A. Wilson for their kindness in auditing the accounts for the past 


ear. 

. 8. That Messrs. Padley and Bedford be appointed auditors for the 
ensuing year. 

9. That the thanks of the society be given to the Right Honourable 
C. B. Stuart-Wortley, K.C., M.P., for his attention to the matters laid 
before him by the committee, and for prints of the Public Bills brought 
into the House of Commons during the past session which he has forwarded 
to the committee. : 

The President presented the society’s prize, value £10 10s., to Mr, Harold 
Warters Jackson, who passed in the second class for honours in the June 
(1904) Examination. 

Mr. Jackson suitably responded. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 
Members.—The number of members is now 172. 

The Licensing Act, 1904.—It was pointed out while this Bill was before 
Parliament, that, owing to the transference of jurisdiction from licensing 
justices to quarter sessions, solicitors would, in most cases, lose the right 
of audience they had hitherto enjoyed in licensing matters. This was not 
desirable in their interests, nor, it was thought, in those of the public. 
Attempts were made, in which your committee assisted, to obtain the 
insertion of a clause tolsecure the retention of this right of audience, but 
without success. Ultimately, the question was left, along with other 
watters of procedure, to be regulated by the different courts of quarter 
sessions as they thought well. Your committee put themselves in 
communication with the clerk of the peace at Wakefield; and the West 
Riding Court of Quarter Sessions, by their rules, dated the 2nd of January, 
1905, approved on the 18th of Jan , 1905, by one of his Majesty's 
principal Secretaries of State for the Home Depaftment, have provided 
that persons entitled to sypene before the committee shall be heard either 
personally or by counsel or solicitor. The same conclusion has been 
adopted generally throughout England. 

Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903.—Regulations have been issued by the 
a State as to the allowances which may be made under this 
Act. provide for payment to solicitors of a fee not exceeding £2 2s., 
which, in exceptional cases, may be raised to £5, and, in addition, any 





Gir John 1 Hollams, and Mr. Mather, said that he would take time to consider what he 





travelling expenses. There are also provisions as to counsel’s and witnesses’ 
fees, Rules, dated the 13th of May last, have been made by the Attorney- 
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General, providing for the keeping by the clerk of assize, or of the peace, 
of a list of barristers and solicitors willing to act in the defence of poor 
isoners. It seems desirable that provision should be made for informing 
mers of their privileges under this Act, and that the above fees, 
which are by no means adequate, should be increased. 

Stamp Duty on Conveyances of Equities of Redemption.—The Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue are now claiming extra stamp duty in connection with 
conveyances of equities of redemption. If the mortgagee joins, and 
there is a new proviso for redemption, and the purchaser gives him a new 
covenant for payment of principal and interest, the authorities require, in 
addition to the ordinary ad valorem stamp on the conveyance, a stamp duty 
of 6d. per cent. on the amount of the mortgage money, on the ground that 
a substituted security is given. Your committee took this matter up, and 
prought it before the notice of the head society in London. They, in theiz 
turn, took the opinion of Mr. B. L. Cherry, who considered that the 
authorities were right in their contention. As there must have been 
numerous documents in the past which, if this rule is correct, have been 
insufficiently stamped, the committee suggested that the authorities might 

that they would at any time stamp, without a penalty, all documents 
of this nature executed before a certain date. This, however, they were 
not willing to do, but Mr. Gore (Solicitor to the Board of Inland Revenue) 
has intimated that their present practice is to stamp such documents with 
the necessary additional duty, without a penalty. 

Certificates of Discharge from Estate Duty.—The attention of members is 
ealled to the fact that application for certificates of discharge of estate 
duty, made under section 11 of the Finance Act, 1894, have now to 
be made on special forms, which can be obtained at the Sheffield Stamp 
Office. 

Various Stamping Questions.—It is believed to have been the usual 
practice in Sheffield and district to stamp agreements providing for small 
annual payments in return for rights or privileges over property, with a 
stamp of 6d. It is understood, however, that the ontieditien are now 
demanding that such agreements should be stamped as ‘‘ Bond covenants, 
&ec.,” in the Stamp Act of 1891, with ad valorem duty. Thisis presumably 
in consequence of the decision of the House of Lords in the case of 
the National Telephone Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (1900, L. R. 
App. Cas. 1). Care should therefore be taken that such agreements are 
stamped with the proper amount of duty. Members will also note that 
that decision has caused considerable difficulty in determining what stamp 
should be affixed on hire-purchase agreements, some of them obtaining 
exemption, others being chargeable with a fixed duty as agreements, and 
others being chargeable under the heading of ‘‘ Bond covenants, &c.”’ 
Attention is also drawn to the local case of Firth ¢ Sons v. Inland Revenue 
(1904, 2 K. B. 205), where it was held that a simple receipt on an equitable 
charge requires no ad valorem stamp; and to Kemp v. Inland Revenue 
(L. J. Rep., vol. 74, p. 112), which wasacase taken up by the Law Society, 
where the court held that an executor’s assent to a devise does not require 
a 10s. stamp. 

Legal Education.—Eight students are attending the elementary course at 
= — University College for the present session, and two the 

vanced. 





United Law Society. 


On the 27th of February, Mr. Edward Cox - Sinclair presiding, 
Mr. J. Wylie moved a resolution to the effect ‘‘That the decision 
of Mr. Justice Warrington in Parry v. Metropolitan Borough of Hammersmith 
(Times L. R., Nov. 2, 1904) was wrong.’’ Mr. Horace J. Douglas opposed, 
and after the discussion had been continued by Messrs. Menzies, yee, 
Builoch, Charlton, Richardson, and Clutton, the mot#en was declared lost. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Feb. 28.—Chairman, Mr. H. G. 
Barnett.—The subject for debate was :‘‘ That this house disapproves of the 
Sugar Convention, 1902, and calls upon the Government to denounce it at 
the earliest opportunity.’’ Mr. Neville Tebbutt opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. Weller opened in the negative. The following members also spoke : 
Messrs. McNair, Croom Johnston, Mitchell, Singleton, Henderson, and 
Wilde. The motion was lost by six votes. 


Brrwincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—A meeting of the above society 
was held in the Law Library, Bennett’s-hill, on Tuesday, the 28th of 
February, at 6 p.m., Mr. Norris T. Foster in the chair. The following 
point was discussed: ‘‘ That this society approves of the new Licensing 
Act.”” The speakers for the affirmative were Messrs. J. H. Round, 
J.D, H. Osborn, J. Harvey, 8. Morris, T. B. Fitch, and T. H. Cleaver ; 
and for the negative Messrs. H. Mayhew, W. Kentish, and J. J. Pritchard. 
After the leaders on both sides had replied, the chairman summed up and 
the vote resulted, for the affirmative 16, and for the negative 4. A 
hearty vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 








_ Professor Sir John Macdonell, C.B., will begin on Tuesday, the 7th 
inst., at five o’clock, a course of lectures on ‘‘ Modern Criminal Law,”’ at 
University College. These lectures, which are open to the public without 
fee, are intended not only for lawyers, but for students of political 


Stamp on Transfer to New Trustees 
of a Trust Mortgage. 


WE are posts. to publish the following opinion of counsel on a point 
of considerable importance and of constant occurrence. The case, after 
stating that a mortgage for a sum was made to the trustees of a 
settlement, but of course did not disclose the trust, and that several trans- 
fers were made on appointments of new trustees, which did not disclose the 
trust and were all stamped with ad valorem transfer duty, went on to say 
that a further transfer of the mortgage had just been executed upon the 
appointment of a new trustee, which did not disclose the trust and was 
stamped with 10s. only. The ae was not a party to this transfer, 
but the same solicitors acted for him and the mortgagees. Counsel 
was requested to advise the mortgagor : 

Whether the effect of the 10s. stamp on the last transfer (whether 
adjudicated or not) is to disclose the trust, and if so, whether the mort- 
gagor can call upon the transferees to stamp the transfer with an ad 
valorem stamp at their own expense, or (if the adjudication of the 
stamp does not have the effect of disclosing the trust) whether the mort- 
gagor can call upon the transferees to have the stamp adjudicated at 
their own expense. 

The following is a copy of the opinion : 

I think that the effect of the 10s. stamp on the transfer, if not adjudi- 
cated, would probably be to disclose the trust on some future investigation 
of title, because the investigator would properly ask for evidence of the 
sufficiency of the stamp: but if the stamp is adjudicated, no such evidence 
could be required, and the mere fact of the transfer bearing a 10s. 
stamp only would not shew that it must have been a transfer on an 
appointment of a new trustee, or give notice of the trust, for there are other 
cases in which that stamp is sufficient ; for example, where the mortgage 
debt is also secured by another mortgage of other property, and such 
other mortgage is transferred separately, and the 6d. ad valorem duty 
is paid on that transfer. 

think that it is the duty of the transferees to have the stamp 
adjudicated at their own ; and although the mortgagor cannot com- 
pel them todo so, I think that unless they do, when the mortgage is paid off 
they or their successors may be compelled to shew at their own expenre 
that they are able to give a — discharge in equity as well as at law 
for the a debt, and this would involve them in the cost of the 
production and an abstract of the marriage settlement and all the 
appointments of new trustees thereof. Joun Dixon. 

11, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., Feb. 13, 1905. 








Companies. 


Legal and General Life Assurance Society, 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Legal and General Life Assurance 
Society was held on Tuesday, at the chief office, Mr. Wit1am WILLIAMs 
(chairman) presiding. 

Mr. R. Pennineton (deputy-chairman), in seconding the report, said 
he had much pleasure in congratulating the constituents of the office, 
both the shareholders and policyholders, on the continued expansion 
and progress the report presents. -The new business had again increased. 
In 1903 the society had issued 2,037 policies, assuring £2,565,904, and 
producing annual premiums of £109,244. In the last year the policies 
were 2,541, assuring £2,594,898, the premiums being £111,200. Part 
of these sums were reassured, but the increase in the net business was 
equally marked. In 1903 the net business retained by the office was 
£2,009,734, at premiums of £94,851, and last year £2,223,359, at 
premiums of £97,514. Renewal premiums had increased from £306,639 
to £347,088, and the total net premium income from £396,168 to 
£441,596, an increase of no less than £45,428. The annuity considera- 
tion money received was £152,725, as — £125,820; the interest 
and dividends £135,727, as against £124,775. The profits on reversions, 
however, had declined from £24,286 to £15,192. rning to the other 
side of the account, the surrenders were £10,382, as inst £19,637 last 
year. Expenses of management, including commission, shewed a 
decrease of nearly 4 per cent. of the total net premium income. They 
would have noticed that he had said nothing as yet as to the claims. 
This item called for some consideration. It would be observed that 
the claims upon endowment policies had risen from £8,324 to £16,575. 
There was nothing to remark upon in this increase, as these claims were 
paid upon survival to a fixed age, and were certain to show a con- 
tinuous increase from year to B gx owing to the largely increased 
popularity during recent years of this class of assurance. With regard 
to the claims that were due to death, they were large only in compari- 
son with the extremely — 7 of be previous re. rs a 
be within the recollection of some of the emen present that on 
occasion of the last division of profits i901) the chairman discussed 
very fully the question of fluctuation in claims. He had then pointed 
out that the incidence might be due to two Ceo to a heavy 
death rate, and (2) to the claims falling on policies for large amounts. 
With regard to the first cause, the expected number of eaths vet 
according to the table used at the society’s valuation, 180; the ac 





€conomy, political science, and sociology. 


number was only 125. It was not, therefore, to excessive mortality that 
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the cause of the higher amount of the claims had to be looked for. 
The expected net claims were £384,250, and the actual net claims 
£353,055. The average amount of claim on each life last year was 
£1,962, and this year it was £3,083. It was evident, therefore, that 
the claims had fallen this year upon larger policies than they did last. 
An unusually large proportion of the claims were also in respect of old 
policies carrying heavy bonuses (£87,461 of the amount paid away was 
due to bonuses), and in no less than twelve cases the Sum assured had 
been more than doubled by the addition of the bonus, and the average 
age at death of the lives assured exceeded 58. The fact that a large 
amount was reinsured was also evidence of the falling of the claims upon 
large cases, for, of course, only these policies were reinsured. It was 
evident, therefore, that the incidence of the mortality had been very 
favourable, and that the amount of the claims this year was noticeable 
only ia comparison with the extremely small amount in the previous 
year. As the result of its operations during the year, the society had 
added to its life assurance fund the sum of £225,253, and the assurance 
fund now amounted to £4,258,957, and the rate of interest had been 
well maintained—in fact, a little increased. There had been a fair 
growth in the income of the life assurance fund and also of the general 
fund, but he did not think this latter fund called for much remark. Its 
transactions were but small, and consisted principally of pure endow- 
ment or sinking fund policies which the society—acting on the opinion 
of the Board of Trade and of their own legal advisers—thought ought not 
to be included in the assurance fund. Turning to the balance-sheet, it 
would be seen that the total assets now amounted to £4,737,042. The 
directors had, as usual, submitted the mortgages and other investments 
to a very careful investigation, and were satisfied that the amounts 
invested were well secured. He had had the pleasure of telling them 
last year that the convertible securities on the dlst of December, 1903, 
were worth some £20,000 in excess of the value in which they stood in the 
1902 balance-sheet. He was glad to say that that excess had now 
increased to £27,000, owing to the slight improvement that had taken 
place in the price of convertible securities during the past year. On the 
subject of convertible securities it occurred to him that all investors 
would have, probably in the near future, to consider the advisability 
of spreading their investments. Of course, it had been the custom 
hitherto to invest mainly upon mortgage securities, railway securities, 
and such like. With regard to what were called “‘gilt-edged’’ securities, 
he supposed that no one twenty-five years ago would have ventured 
to prophecy that before this time convertible securities would have 
depreciated 30 per cent., and he supposed that nobody who knew any- 
thing about land, say, in the ’sixties, when everyone was saying, “‘If 
you have any money, buy land,” would have supposed that the land 
of this country would have been reduced to the condition in which it 
now was. There was Essex, for example, one of the finest, if not the 
finest, wheat-growing counties in England, reduced to very little better 
than a rabbit warren at the present time. He had been asked some- 
times how it was that the society got their income, which was so satis- 
factory compared with some other very good offices. Of course that 
was the society’s business, and no one had any particular right to ask 
him that question, but the directors knew that it was very largely due 
to the constant efforts of their manager, and his skill in the conduct of 
the society’s affairs, and his prudence in all matters connected with the 
society. It was also attributable in a very large measure to the ability 
and expedition with which the society’s legal business was conducted by 
its solicitor. But it was also to be attributed—he did not wish to 
minimise this point—to the care and industry of the staff by which 
the manager was supported, of whose efforts he should like to express the 
appreciation which all the board felt for them. He had said last year that 
at any rate in his view—and, of course, in these concluding observations 
he was speaking for himself only—if it was thought that the prosperity 
of the society would be sustained without any effort on the part of 
anyone except perhaps the manager and his staff, that would be a great 
mistake. If the shareholders continued, as he hoped they would, to give 
their active support to the society, losing no opportunity of introducing 
business, then they might hope that, as in the past so in the future, the 
Legal and General would continue to occupy a place in the very front 
rank of the insurance world. ‘ 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. Granam, seconded by Mr. F. GREENFIELD, the 
retiring directors, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. William Williams, Mr. 
George Edgar Frere, Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Romer Williams, and 
the Right Hon. John W. Mellor, K.C., were re-elected. 

The auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co., were also 
F cpa aang and the proceedings closed with a vote of thanks to the 
che man. 


Law Guarantee Society. 
AnsvaL Meetine. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the head office, 
-lane, on Thursday, the 24rd ult., under the presidency of Mr. 
—— F. Tvrxex (chairman). 

. Taos. R. Roxay (general manager and secretary) having read the 

notice Savening the meeting, v ™ 
HAIRMAN mnoved the adoption of the report. He observed that the 
figure of £202,748 for ‘‘ premiums, trustees’ fees, and commissions,” com- 
pared with the corresponding item last year of £217,631, whilst, as regarded 
the “‘ reassurances,” there were this year £44,719 against £46,837, a net 
income of £15%,02% as against £170,793. He would have been glad to have 
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exception, that the net income had again been progressive. But it must be 
borne in mind that the net income last year, £170,000, had risen with an 
almost phenonamal bound over the preceding year, when it was £118,000, 
The premium income was very largely dependent upon single premiums and 
premiums not necessarily renewed, and they had to find a very 
amount of new business each year. It followed that when times were 
good it was easier to increase them than when times were bad, 
and he thought they’ ought not to feel too disappointed with 
regard to that item. The “interest on investments and rents on 
properties in hand’ had risen from £11,170 to £14,433, more than 
£3,000, which was a very satisfactory feature, and the total rate of return 
on all investments was alittle under 3 per cent., and they would regard 
that with some satisfaction he thought. So that the net result on the 
whole year as a matter of comparison was adverse to the extent only of 
£9,000. Hedid not think they would regard that as a serious dis- 
advantage. Theitem of ‘claims,’ £80,096, compared with £78,296 last 
year, a ratio of 50°68 per cent. against 45°84, The preceding year it was 
54°41 per cent., so that there was not much to say against that. The item 
included not only claims upon actual liabilities upon policies, but also 
what had been written off or spent upon properties taken over by the 
society. Of the £80,000, a very considerable portion represented these 
writings off and expenses which were defrayed out ofincome. The manage- 
ment expenses were a little less than last year, £35,000 against £36,000. 
Of the £49,397 the board had transferred £5,000 to the general reserve fund, 
bringing it to £195,000. This reserve fund was applicable to many pur- 
poses, and not locked up in any sense which would prevent them even from 
applying it as dividends. But the board had regarded it as very sacred 
and had never trenched upon it. The board had reserved for ‘‘ claims in 
suspense ” £17,500, which made that fund again £25,000. They did not 
think last year that they should want the whole of that amount, and they 
had exhausted only £17,500, and he hoped they were right in thinking they 
would not want the whole £25,000 this year. The directors proposed to 
pay a dividend of 10 per cent., which would absorb £12,000, and 
leave as a carry forward £22,000, against the corresponding 
figure of £15,493 last year. On the credit side, in the case 
of Consols they wrote them down to 87} last year, and the 
other investments had depreciated by £2,700. Consols stood consider- 
ably higher now, and in regard to the other investments they had not felt 
the need of alteting the principle of taking them at cost price. He was 
not sure they had not been too precipitate in writing down their Consols, 
** Advances against securities and sundry debtors”’ £56,000 as against 
£55,000 last year included among other things £10,000 London and North- 
Western debenture stock. The board believed it to be a good item, 
‘*Bank loan” £10,000, compared with £33,000 last year. It was a con- 
stantly fluctuating item, and was an economical way of borrowing 
money. ‘‘ Mortgages on properties”? £18,000 was a new item, and 
simply meant that for financial reasons they had thought expedient 
to borrow that amount upon the very large quantities of assets 
and properties on the other side of the balance-sheet ; it was a charge only 
on specitied securities taken for the purpose. ‘‘ Properties taken over” 
stood at £138,000 in 1902, £211,000 in 1903, and £284,000 now, shewing a 
progressive and very considerable increase. The board desired that the 
shareholders and investors should understand the real position of the 
matter. Mortgagees died, mo ‘ors made a mess of their affairs and 
could not pay, and those who held the society’s guarantee policies came to 
the society to take them over. The mortgagees exercised their right to 
call in mortgages at times when the mortgagors were not prepared. These 
risks must operate on mortgage insurance business, and it was from these 
contingencies the mortgagees came to the office. If it was not for these he 
believed their mortgage insurance business would disappear. That item was 
a necessary incident of the business, and it was an excellent advertisement of 
the desirability of bringing mortgageinsurance business to them. There must 
be the elements of their having periodically to take properties over. The pro- 
gressive increase was not because of any rash or hazardous mortgage trans- 
actions. No mortgage had ever passed > these bent office withoutthe directors 
having received the best advice of experts, and their conditions were very 
drastic and stringent. The properties taken over were of all sorts, sizes, and 
classes, and it was not that the office had been accumulating a collection 
of unrealizable properties they could never get rid of except at a sacrifice. 
The properties in hand were always undergoing eeaibeeniion— they 
came in and went out. Some they were easily able to dispose of, others 
they had to nurse, and even c the character of the premises to 
realize to the best advantage. ut without exception, from the 
moment they were properties taken over until they were written 
off, all moved in the direction of realization, not ruinously at any 
price at the moment, but according to the best of the board’s judgment 
at the fitting and best time. They could afford to do that, it was the 
whole policy of the society to be able to do it. The shareholders would 
be right in blaming the board if they sold them in a panic in order that 
the item should not appear in the ieate-ciee. Their general manager, 
Mr. Ronald, to whose great ability and absolute devotion he wished to 
bear the strongest testimony, had them under review daily. The board 
had special meetings to consider them, and he (the chairman) had never 
attended a board meeting at which the subject had not figured on the 
agenda. It was a matter to which they devoted the most assiduous 
attention and the shareholders need feel no uneasiness with regard to 
it. The real reason was that the times were bad. With better 
times their properties would most surely participate in the general 
relief, and this temporary congestion would pass away. He 
prophesied with the utmost confidence that a few years hence they 
would be much increased in value, and of those on the ks to-day there 
would probably not be one in a few years to come. To the best of the 
judgment of the board that item of £284,000 was a good item in hard 
















































said, as had been said every year since the formation of the society with one 
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— 
sovereigns and fairly represented its value. The board believed the 
reserves to be ample and that they were fully justified in recommending 
the dividend of 10 per cent., and that the soviety would go on increasing 
in prosperity. 

itr. . J. Bristow seconded the motion, and 

Mr. Since, Mr. Warmineton, and others having made a few 
observations, 

The Cuarrman stated that no properties had been realized which had 
not come up to expectation. 

The report was unanimously adcptd, 

On the motion of the Cramman, seconded by Mr. W. Maptes, the 
retiring directors, Messrs. Bristow, F. H. Janson, T. Rawle, and W. 
Williams were re-elected. 

The auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co., were also 
re-elected, and the proceedings closed with a cordial vote of thanks to the 
chairman and the directors and the staff. 





Law Accident Insurance Society. 
AnnvaL MEETING. 


The twelfth annual general meeting of the Law Accident Insurance 
Society was held on Wednesday at the offices, 215, Strand, Mr. 
PENNINGTON (chairman) presiding 

The report stated that the premium income for the year amounted 
to £348,418 Os. 10d., and after allowing £26,894 3s. 11d. for re-insurance 
premiums, and £3,554 6s. 10d. bonuses to poticy-holders, there remained 
a net premium income of £317,969 10s. 1d., as against £323,935 12s. 9d. 
for the previous financial year. The amount charged in respect of claims 
paid and outstanding, taking imto account the reserves brought and 
carried forward, was £219,934 16s. 2d. ‘After allowing and providing 
for all items of income and expenditure, there remained a reserve fund 
of- £54,157 19s. 6d., and a credit balance of £37,163 4c. 11d., together 
£91,321, 4s. 5d. The society’s liability in respect of claims arising from 
the unsatisfactory business accepted in 1902 had been reduced to a 
practical minimum, and the past year’s experience enab'ed the directors 
to confirm the anticipation expressed in last year’s report that the set- 
hack in the company’s progress was temporary. Although the accounts 
for the year showed a profit, the directors did not feel justified in 
recommending the payment of a dividend. 

Mr, E. T. Currrorp (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The CHarRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, spoke with 
regret of the loss the society had sustained by the death of Mr. Justice 
Wright, who had been a trustee of the society since its formation. He 
was sorry that, on this occasion, the directors did not see their way 
to recommending a dividend; they considered it to be of the first im- 
portance that the resources of the society should be husbanded in every 
possible way. Some who were present last year might think that a 
reason should be given for the meagre profit of the last year. The profit 
shown in the balance-sheet amounted to about £1,800, being the differ- 
ence between the balance brought forward and the balance carried 
forward; but, as a matter of fact, the position was better than that. 
The real improvement was an increase in the reserve against the un- 
expired risks, for it would be observed that the past year’s net premium 
income was less than the previous year’s, and it followed that the 
liability under policies current as at the 3lst of December, 1904, was less 
than the liability as at December, 1903. Thus the real improvement 
was not the £1,800 already referred to, but on the gasis, which was the 
pro ver basis for ascertaining the true position, the net profit was over 

00 on the year’s transactions. He did not wish to labour the 
point, or make too much of it, but anything which shaped for improve- 
ment in this direction must inspire confidence among the shareholders as 
to the society’s present position and future. Nearly all claims had been 
paid—there was no room for any mistake. They were not carrying on 
any estimate for claims beyond the very few outstanding, and therefore 
could not be under any delusion as to their liabilities in this respect, 
because these claims were practically non-existent. Whether they had 
been better off by deferring the settlements instead of discharging them 
might be considered by some an open question. The board had no 
doubt upon the point; they were satisfied that it had been cheaper to 
the society to dispose of the claims than to continue payments for 
c'aims that must be ultimately commuted or allowed to develop into life 
annuities. And there was this merit in their system, that the unknown 

uantity had been resolved into a known quantity, and disposed of. 

oreover, the prompt settlement of claims had an advantage to the 
assured that was almost incalculable, inasmuch as, until claims were 
settled, the assured employer was never free from liability; for the 
liability arising from a claim was a matter between the employer and 
the injured workman, and the employer was not relieved from. his 
liability at law because he happened to be insured. Indeed, the directors 
had every reason to be satisfied with the continued expressions of appre- 
ciation of their action which came from the society’s assured by their 
finally relieving them from the burden of liability. Of course there 
were claims outstanding still, but their number and amount had been 
reduced to a practical minimum. Every claim that could be paid had 
been paid, and where a claim was outstanding it was simply because 
they had been unable to come to a settlement for some reason or other ; 
but these claims had been analysed yr Myron and there were no 
really serious claims upon them, and the board were advised that a 
proper reserve had been made for them; at any rate, their number and 
nature were so comparatively small that, whether or not the reserve was 
strictly accurate, there Gould only be a small margin of error in either 





case. The general manager had just furnished him with a statement 
from the ——- to the effect that 45 per cent. of the claims outstand- 
ing as at the 31st of December, 1904, as at this date been settled. 
There were no claims outstanding for accidents prior to the Ist of 
January, 1901, and only nine claims outstanding for accidents occurring 
prior to the lst of January., 1902. He hoped the shareholders would not 
adversely criticise the diminution of the premium income. The society 
had never knowingly undertaken what were known as cutting rates, and 
they were not prepared to accept business unless they were satisfied 
that it could be obtained at remunerative rates of premium. Business 
representing premiums of upwards of £500,000 sterling had passed the 
office principally in connection with employers’ liability business, either 
because they had to decline it because of the rates at which it was 
offered, or because the proposers had declined to assure at the rates 
quoted to them. Another satisfactory feature of the revenue account 
was that the ratio of expenses, management, and commission to the net 
premium income had been reduced from 32 per cent. in 1903 to 31°5 per 
cent. in 1904; he believed they were fully 4 per cent. below the average 
in this. With regard to the investments, there was a large accrued 
but unrealised asset in the rise in values during the past few months. 
Consols, which they wrote down last year to $5. were now above 91, 
and other securities had also improved in value. The society had a head 
office and twenty-six branches in London and the country, fully furnished 
and equipped, and no credit was taken in the balance-sheet for furniture 
or fittings, or any other kind of stock. There was the item, ‘‘ Properties 
taken over pending realisation, £75,776,’ in the balance-sheet. This 
the board believed to be a satisfactory asset. These were simply pro- 
perties taken over from a society from whom the Law Accident accepted 
such reinsurances, and who had taken them over temporarily, and he 
doubted not that in the end it would be with very good results to the 
society ; and, further, he had no idea that it would not be with equally 
ood results to the Law Accident. The unsatisfactory feature was that 
it had involved .the ‘‘lifting’’ of a large number of these securities. 
However, he did not think it was an item which the shareholders need 
feel at all apprehensive about. The board had parted with none of 
their shares, and had no intention, so far as he knew, of doing so. 
He thought it might be reasonably expected that before long the » bows 
would stand at a price at which they stood before their recent mis- 
fortunes came upon the society. 

Mr. E. H. Exxis-Danvers seconded the motion. 

=. G. E. Cocxram, the Hon. A. THEsicer, and Mr. Hunter having 

spoken, 
PThe CHAIRMAN said that they had entered into new relations with 
the Law Guarantee Society as regarded mortgage reinsurances which 
would enable them to prevent the accumulation of those reinsurances 
on mortgage transactions, and they would have their business more 
completely under their own control. On the whole, however, he believed 
the business was a profitable one. With regard to the business generally, 
the directors had no fault to find with it, and he hoped they might 
consider that they had almost returned to the state of prosperity which 
had formerly existed. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. Exiis-Danvers, seconded by Mr. Sam Brrcwam, 
Mr. Pennington and Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, the retiring directors, 
were re-elected. 

Mr. E. CotguHoun moved, and Captain Sconcr seconded, the election 
of the auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co., and this 
was agreed to. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, proposed by Captain Sconce, and 
seconded by Mr. THESIGER, terminated the proceedings. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mr. Hernert Wittram Grinson, solicitor, of Chelmsford, has been 
appointed Clerk of the Peace for Essex, Clerk to the Essex County Council, 
Nounty Solicitor, and Clerk to the various County Committees, in succession 
of his late father, Mr. Henry Gibson. 

The Honourable ALrrep Erskinrn Garnorne-Harpy, barrister-at-law, 
has been appointed a Commissioner under the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1888, in the room of Viscount Cobham, resigned. 

Mr. Exnest A. Hrreusns, barrister-at-law, of Dr. Johnson’s- buildings, 
Temple, and of Yate, Gloucester, and ‘‘ Abbotsford,” Wadham- 
gardens, Hampstead, has been placed upon the Commission of the Peace for 
Gloucestershire. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. T. H. Rvsset., from considerations of health, is retiring from the 
partnership of Messrs. Lee, Russell, & Musgrove, solicitors, of Birming- 
ham. Mr. Thomas Grosvenor Lee, Mr. Edward Henry Lee, and Mr. 
Arthur Musgrove will continue gl ro of the late firm, and will be 
joined by Mr. Tuomas Oxiver Lee (the eldest son of Mr. Thomas 
Grosvenor Lee), who has been in the office of the late firm for some years. 
The name of the firm will now be Lee, Musgrove, & Lee. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill has resumed his duties at the Royal Courts after his 
recent accident, 
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It is announced that during the Easter sittings these will be no special 
jury causes heard in the Divorce Division. 


It is stated that Judge Addison, K.C., is suffering from an injured foot. 
He hopes to resume his duties in the Southwark County Court in about 
a week, 


Mr. Justice Kennedy, says the Times, caught a chill while on the 
Western Circuit recently, and is now having a few days’ rest on his return. 
He will, however, resume his seat at the Law Courts on Monday next. 


It is stated that the money paid into court last year in connection with 
actions amounted to £9,668,756, and securities received to £6,515,360. 
The balance at the year’s end was £3,082,470 in cash, and £51,823,920 in 
securities. 


The origin of the custom of presenting white gloves to judges is stated in 
the Academy to be, that in ancient times judges were not allowed to wear 
gloves on the bench ; to give a judgea pair of gloves, therefore, symbolized 
that he need not come to the bench. 


We learn that Lord Justice Romer did not sit in the Court of Appeal on 
Wednesday, and that he was suffering from a chill, and was confined to 
bed. It was stated that Sir Gorell Barnes would sit in the Court of 
Appeal on Friday in his place. 

Yet another instance of the longevity of lawyers may be recorded, says 
the Globe. Mr. Seago, who died the other day at Lowestoft, was admitted 
a solicitor in 1835. The title of ‘‘ Father of the Legal Profession,” which 
has been bestowed upon him, was not, however, bis. ‘There are two solicitors 
still in practice who joined the profession before him. 


The United States Senate has, says the Washington correspondent of 
Reuter, acquitted Judge Charles Swayne, of the Federal Court, of all the 
charges of high misdemeanour of which he was impeached. According 
to the statements on which the charges were based, the judge had been 
absent for 212 days in one year from his district in Florida, and in a sworn 
statement had placed his expenses at a figure in excess of the actual 
outlay. 


Mr. Justice Bigham, at the Northumberland Assizes, on the 24th ult., says 
the St. James’s Gazette, strongly commented to the grand jury upon the 
waste of time and inconvenience caused by bringing nearly two hundred men 
together to dispose of such a few cases, It was creditable to the com- 
munity that there was still so little crime, but means should be taken to 
group or concentrate the assizes where there was little work. and thus 
obviate such a great inconvenience as the present system entailed. 


We remarked last week (ante, p. 293) that we had been unable to dis- 
cover in Lord Campbell's Lives of the Chancellors the expression of 
opinion as to the right of a member of Parliament to be paid his wages. 
A correspondent has kindly referred us to a footnote in the second edition 
of the book (published in 1846, vol. 3, p. 420), where Lord Campbell says : 
** T know no reason in point of law why any member may not now insist 
on payment of hiswages. . . . For this point of the People’s Charter 
—payment of wages—no new law is required.”’ 


The Master of the Rolls, a the other evening at a smoking 
concert given by the Law Students’ Debating Society, said, according to 
the Globe, ‘‘ I always have great pleasure in attending a musical entertain- 
ment, because, rightly understood, law is really the very essence of 
barmony. There is nothing more musical than Jaw, for music, after all, 
means system,”’ and he proceeded to pay an appropriate tribute to the 
peace-making tendencies of solicitors. ‘‘ Are there anywhere such 
universal producers of harmony’’’ he asked. ‘‘ All with experience of 
litigation must recognize that there is no peace-maker so determinedly, so 
persistently active as the solicitor.”’ 


The sensational statement of an expert in handwriting that part of his 
evidenee in the Beck case, telling in favour of the unfortunate man, was 
withheld, may, says the St. James's Gazette, bring new light to those who 
have come to regard handwriting experts as not of material importance as 
witnesses in a trial. Not very long ago there was a remarkable eurprise in 
a case heard in New York, where a well-known expert was giving evidence 
to shew that certain letters were all written by one person. Counsel for 
the defence handed him a letter of which only the texi, and not the 
signature, was visible. That, in the opinion of the witness, was the 
writing of the person whose caligraphy he had been called to identify. 
A second letter was handed to him, then a third, both with the same 
result. Then the signatures were discovered, and shewed the Jetters to be 
by three different people. 

At the Bristol Assizes last week, says the Times, John Frederick Murly, 
solicitor, pleaded “‘ Guilty ’’ to four indictments, two of mirappropriating 
certain sand securities as a trustee, the other two alleging that, asa 
bankrupt, he fraudulently removed certain of his property out of the United 
Kingdom. For the defence it was urged that the prisoner's business had 
dwiudled, and thatin 1890 he received a severe blow on the head from a bicycle 
accident, which seriously affected his business capabilities. Mr. Justice 
Kennedy sentenced him to five years’ penal servitude, and with respect to 
the frandulent debtor indictments to twelve months’ imprisonment with 
hard labour. At the same assizes William Frederick Langworthy, s  licitor, 
was indicted for having converted to his own use certain bonds entrusted to 
him. Other charges against Langwortby to which he had pleaded guilty 
were gone into, and Mr. Justice Kennedy sentenced him to penal servitude 
for three years, the sentences to be concurrent on the indictments. 

The Lord Chancellor’s ‘‘ Bill intituled an Act to amend the Crown Cases 
Act, 1848,” proposes to provide that : 1. (1) Where on the trial of any person 
any judge refuses to reserve a question of law which he has power to reserve 
under rection 1 of the Crown Cases Act, 1848, the person tried may, if 








convicted, apply to the King’s Bench Division of the High Court, upon 
affidavits of the facts, for a rule to shew cause why the judge should not 
stateacase underthat Actin the same manneras if the question of law had been 
reserved. Any decision of the court refusing, granting, discharging, or 
making absolute any such rule shall be final and without appeal, 
and on the application for any such rule the court may in any 
case, if they think fit, make the rule absolute in the first instance, 
(2) If the rule is made absolute, the judge sball state a case 
accordingly, and the Crown Cases Act, 1848, shall apply as if the 
question of Jaw on which the case is stated had been reserved at the trial, 
(3) Any powers which may be exercised by the judge under section 1 of 
the Crown Cases Act, 1848, may be exercised by a court granting o 
making absolute a rule under this section. (4) In this Act the expression 
‘* judge ’’ includes any person having power to reserve a question of law 
under section 1 of the Crown Cases Act, 1848. 2. The court hearing and 
determining a question of law with respect to which a case is stated under 
the Crown Cases Act, 1848, whether in pursuance of this Act or otherwise, 
shall, in addition to the powers given to them by that Act, have power to 
order the retrial of the case, and may also order that any conviction 
or judgment shall stand, if they consider that no miscarriage of 
justice has in poimt of fact oceurred, notwithstanding that they are 
of opinion that the question of law should have been decided in favour of 
the person convicted. 3.In the event of a retrial being ordered under 
this Act of any case tried before a court of quarter sessions, the court 
ordering the retrial may, if they think fit, order the case to be retried at 
next practicable court of assize of the county or place in which the venue 
was laid to be tried as if the bill of indictment had been presented to and 
found by the grand jury of the said county or place instead of the grand 
jury of the court of quarter sessions, and the bill of indictment, disposi- 
tions, and all other documentaand things relating to the indictment shall 
be transmitted from the court of quarter sessions to the court of ass‘ze in 
accordance with any orders given tor the purpose by the court ordering 
the retrial. 4. (1) This Act may be cited as the Crown Cases Act, 1905, 
and the Crown Cases Act, 1848, and this Act may be cited together as the 
— _ Acts, 1848 and 1905. . (2) This Act shall not extend to 
otland. 








Fixep Incomes,—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed mcomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures, 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. | 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora of ReGisTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Emeraency Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Farwet. 
Monday, March ......... 6 Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 
PET ecctnscnrescssvevees 7 Church R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Wednesday corvee 8 Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Thursday .. 9 King R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Friday ..... 0 W. Leach Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Saturday ..... ll Theed R. Leach 1 w.l 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckuey. Joyce. Swinres Eapy. Warrineton, 
Monday, March ....... 6 Mr. King Mr. Jackson Mr. Church Mr. Beal 
TIE 0x6: ov 0 vcesssces Farmer Pemberton Greswell Carrington 
Wednesday ...... . ..... 8 King Jackson Church R. Leach 
ea 9 Farmer Pemberton Greswell Godfrey 
ST ch ctmsich abeae 10 King Jackson Church Pemberton 
Saturday ............+ lt Farmer Pemberton Greswell Juckson 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


March 7.—Messre. Devexuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brivcewarrr, at the Mart, at 2 
Bishupegate street-without, Nus. 69 and #1: ‘fwo Freehold shops and Premises, each 
let on lease at very low rents up to Michaelmas, 1905, and Christmas, 1909, respectively. 
Solicitors, Messrs, Danby, Brooke, & Co., London. —Kingsland-road, N.E.: Fre 
Ruilding Site near to Shoreditch Church and Old-street, half-a-mile from the G.6.B. 
Depot at Shoreditch, a mile fromthe Bank of England and Liverpoc1-street (G.E.B.) 
‘Yerminus, *olic:tors, Messrs. Pedley, May, & Flethcr, London. (S8ce advertisements, 
Feb. 25, p. iii.) 

March 9,—Mersre. Simson & Bons, at the Mart, at 2: -8t. Paul’s Churchyard and 
Ludgate- hill; Freeholds in the heart of the City of London. 8clicitore, Messrs, Lee, 
Ockerby, & Everington, London. Freehold Ground-r-ut of £350 per annum, secured 
upon the commanding corner modern- built block of offices, known as 54, Great Tower- 
street ; leanet for 9) years as from March 25, 1409, wilh reversion to the estimated 
vack-ren’« of £1,300 per annum, Newington-butts, ne@ the [Mlephant and Castle: 
Freeho'd Houve and Bhop, No, 123, Newinaton-butts; let at £75 perannum, Free- 
hold CU wner House and hop, No. 153, Newington-butt«; let at £120 per annum, 
Four Freehold Houses, Nos, 2, 4, 6, and 8, Hurlbutt-place, »djoining No, 153, New: 
ingion-buts; let, produemng €124 166. per annum. TDouble-fronted Freehold Resi- 
dence, known as Highlands, Oakkigh Park South, Whetstone, Middlesex, pleasantly 
situste at the corner of Oxasleigh-road and opposite Ail saints’ Church, Freebolt 
Premises, High-street, Maldon; let at £90 per annum. Freehold Workshop and 
Store, in rear, Fieehold Land, fronting Fambridge Ferry-road ; also the adj 
Freebold Land, of about 9a. 2r. 40p., let at £221. Solicitors, E. 8. Woodroffe, Esq., an 
Messrs. “Maphim, London, Freehold Land, comprising 46 acres. on the East Canney 
Estate, Cold Norton, Fasex, having a frontage to the main road and adjoining the 
ey Lane. Bolicitors, Messrs, Reed & Heed, Lonéon. (Sce advertisements, Feb, 

2, p. i, 
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Results of Sales, 
Reversions, Lire Poicres, anp SHARES. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their usual Periodica! Sale (No. 782) of the 
above interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following Lots were sold at 
the prices st oats the total realized being £4,540. 


REVERS ONS: £ 
frm as to One-sixth of £5,000; lives 62 and 58 ae Sold 270 
Absolute to One-fourth of £5, 365; life 61 ose ont ae m= ae 
An exactly similar Interest ove ooo oes nm « 
Absolute to One-fifteenth of £6, 500; life54 *.. oe as ~~ « = 

LIF POLICIES: 

Evdowment for £300; life 40 ooo one one on eve ~~ -«» .oe 
For £3,009; life55 ous aa oe oo ove «a «» 
For £1,000; lifeé1_ ... on oon naa ose ow ooo a «2° @& 
For £1,000; life6i_... o ae te oie ost oon ap ma 

SHARES: 

Sceptre Life Association (L’mited', 20 Shares of £5 each (£1 paid) ,, 95 


Mesirs Desennam, Tewson. Farmee, & Brrpcewarer (in conjunction with Messrs, 
Ma1THEWS, Marruew 8, & Goopman) sold at Winchester Feces Old Broad-street, E C., 
on March Ist, 83 lots of the third portion of the Senge Sane at Woolwich, comprising 
valuable Freebold Properties, a very large number of Houses, hops, and other remises, 
situate in Anglerea-road, Crescent-road, Nandy-hill, Sandv-hill-road, Brook ill-roaa, 
Hanover-road, Bloomfield-road, Plumstead Common-road, &c., including Six Va uable 
Fully-licensed Public-houses and a Becrhouse, for £83,055. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Faivay, Feb. 24, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1x CHANCERY. 


Appiesrone Lixoteum Co, Limrrep (1y Liquipation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
March 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts cr claims, 
ta he Alfred Ware, 27, Clement’s In. Grant & Whitfield, Coleman st, solors for 
liquidator 

Bexvamin Lex & Soys, Limrrep—Creditora are required, on or before March 11, to send 
their names and »ddreases, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W H Platts, 
Oxford chmbrs, Oxford row, Leeds. W & E H Foster, Leeds, solors for’ liquidator 

Buacess Tite Co, Limitrep (iw Voiuntary Liguipation)— ¢ ‘reditors are required, on or 
before March 22, to send in their names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or 
claims, to George Bourne, Sentinel chmbrs, Foundry st, Hanle: 

CaTernam Correr TAVERN. Co, Lium ep — Creditors are radon on or before March 31, to 
rend their names, and'particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Bradbury Winter, 
Finsbury House, Blomfield st 

Cuaries OLpaam & Co, Cam Creditors are requ‘red, on or before March 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulas of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
greene Queen’s chmbrs, Coronation st, Blackpool. Ascroft, Blackpool, solor for 

uidators 

Fiouipa Lanp anp Morreace Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 22, 
directed to be heard March 7. Foss & Co, Fenchurch st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

arc. 

Lonpon (RiversipE) Cotp Srorace Co, Limirep Petn for winding <>, govmnated Feb 22, 
directed to be heard March7. A & AC Hughes, Queen Victoria st, solors for petnere. 
_— oe appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the atternoon 

ar 

Netson SHare Syxpicate, Linirzep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb =. directed to 
be heard March 7. Cran, King’ s Bench walk. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 6 

Parmizs Lanp Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their “debts or claims, to Edwin Whatson 
Hull, 10, New Broad st 

Bourn Wats Wuitwortn Mivxerat Estates, Limirep (1x Liqguipation)—Creditors are 
re uired, on or before March 17, to send their names and addresses, the particulars 
of their claims, to Barron Dennett Holroyd, 5 and 6, Gc Winchester st. Crawley & Co, 
Arington st, solors for liquidator 

Torsuam Green Estate ‘0, Limrrep - Creditors are required, on or before ay 27, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars 0: their debts or claims, to Edwin 

ee. 10, 44> st 
ouncrR, Saunpers, & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, Feb 14, directed to 
be heard before the Court at South st, Wandsworth, March eek & Chave, London 
wall, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 12 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHANCERY. 
FisanciaL anv Commerctat Bayx, Limtrgp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 23, 


Girected to be heard March 14. Rehder & Higgs, Mincing In, solors yu ers. Notice 
ppearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Gamn.x, Jonzs, & Co, Limrteo (in Votuytary mien’ Contiene ane) required, on 
or before March 16, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars debts 

Ml claims, to Alfred Ernest Watts, 1, Bush In House, Cannon st. oot of Fenchurch 
bldgs, solor for liquidator 

Koorgnay Promotion Synpicate, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 11, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H E G 
Dawson, 20, Lawrence In 

Layxcasuixe American Lanp Co, Linrrep— Creditors are , on or before May 1, oe 
send their names and addreszex, and the particulars of t ~% Cibts or claims, to 
Wheatley Jones, 19, Cooper st, Manchester 

ievees AND SAN S Paaxo — Bank, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before A’ > 

their names and addressee, abd the lars of debt or claims, to 

Keppel Arthur Scrivener, and Daniel Ha r, 55, Old Broad 

Proven Power Co or Loxvon Lourep - Creditors are cured, on or before March 16, to 
prove their debts or claims. Pixley, 58. Coleman st, liq: 

Rosixson Souru Arnican BANKine Co, Linrtrp— »— Creditors + =A on or before May 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to 

Joseph Benjam'n Robinscn and ( tharles Follett C Jarrington, 1, Bank bldgs, Lothbury 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Feb. 10, 


Bios, Ronenr, Hanbury at, Spitalfields, Cabinet Maker March 10 Stallebrass vy Biggs, 
Buck) ley, J_ ‘Turner, Gt Alie st, White 1 

Paiva, Gronoe Hexwenr, Cannon st, South African Merchant March 11 Yuill v Price 
Vant, Queen Victoria st 





London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 14. 
Taytor, Grorcz, West Hartlepool, Brewer March 20 Taylor vy Taylor Mason, West 
Hartlepool 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—¥rivay, Feb. 17. 


sa ee Mary, Sidcup Hill, Foots Cray, Kent March 27 Sawbridg- & 

ermaubu: 

Barry, Joux, Withingvon, Manchester, Merchant March 13 Lawson & Co, Man- 
ester 


Bostock, Josera, Moss Side, Manchester, Warehouseman March 28 Sutton & Co, Man- 
cheater 


Bosteck, in. Moss Side, Manchester March 28 Settee & Co, Manchester 
Burowyrice, (ol Heyry Jonn Broprick. CB, Lancester ter, , Regent's Park March 31 
Nich lson & Crouch, Surrey st, Strand 
Caen, James Agruur, Lytham, Lancs March 23 Fallows, Lancaster pl 
Cage, Epwix, Batley Carr, Batley, Yorks, Ionkeeper March 13 Scholefied & Co, 
CHaPMAN, Hexuy Aveustus, ‘eignmouth, Coachbuilder March 24 Tozer & 
‘Leignmout 
Cook, ALEXaNDER, Baroet, Corn Dealer March 18 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 
Cu: per, THizza, Russell rd, March 15 > Campbeil ec, Warwix ane 
Cou ae, yg summerseat, 
riow, Bury 
Cacscan- savers, Epuusp Cuagzes, Walton on the Hill, Surrey March 25 Church & Co, 


Currer, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, Brewer March 27 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle 
Dav rng, Jom, O Coomer rd, Fulham, Cab! Proprietor March 25 Mozley-Stark, Pelham et, 


ensington 
— Cuartes Josern, Wylde Green, Warwick, Haulier March 7 Robinson, 
imingham 

Daesser, Many, Claxton, Yorks March 1 Woon. Yorks 

Drury, Georcse "Jou, Canterbury te Hills-& Drury, 

Exton, THOMAS, Bury, Lavcs Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Evays, Epwarp, JP, DL, ‘proaiwylt nr Wrexham March 25 Worthington & Co, 
Nicholas In, Lombard st 

Evans, James, Goodwick, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler March 6 Weltem, agent 

Fiztp, CLARENCE STANLEY Dupuey, Elham, nr Canterbury March Garrard & Co, 
Sotfolk st, Pall Mall Bast 

Fow er, Kev Thomas, UD, LLD, Oxford April1 W H & F Walsh, Oxford 

GATFIELD, JULIANNA, Brightside ra, Hither Green i114 Worrell & &on, Cok m+n st 

Gisss, JAMES, Wedmore, Somerset April 14 Smith & Burrough, Wedmore, Somerset 

Hawsiss, Sormia Coxstantia, Tunbridge Wells March 15 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, 
Regent st 

Heap, Saran, Seaton, Devon March 14 Tizard & t Gongs, S Weymouth, Dorset 

HickKINGBOTHAM, Josern Rorsr, Shuttlewood, nr March 31 Wilson, Long 

ton, nr Nottingham 

Irvine, Ropest, Carlisie March 10 Be thek ot Deva & estmoriand, Carlisle 

Jones, Regs, Cardiff, Colliery 31 David & Evans, Cardiff 

Kiya, Mary, 8t Leonard’s un Sea, Samet March 27 Lanfear & Co, ‘Cannon st 

Kixosiox, Jou, Eastern Basin, London Docks, Wharf Manager March 31 Forbes & 
Son, Lond. n st, Fenchurch st 

Kxort, otnartox ‘ ‘oLLINGs, Monkton Combe, nr Bath March 31 Watson & Co, New- 


U 
Kuowsae, winsnetl Wotes.sam, Snes —, 
Lioyp, MAky SLEANoR, Liverpool March 1 ‘ateon, Li 
Lomas, Many Jang, Miuskip, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks M 4 Edmundson & Gow- 


land, Kipon 
Marniorr,. AiLeen Maser, Camberley, gy B. March 31 
Mawson, Ricaasp, a Bradford. a at nedey a 00 
Mewertrt, Frank, eg ae , Sussex, Publican Mat 
MicLWarb, ABRAHAM, kburn 
Ovensuaw, Lioxet, Poultun le Fylde, Lancs March 22 Callis, Blackpool 
Paternoster, ANNIE Mania, U Clapton March 17 Crossfield & Co, Hackney rd 
Pauterr, Wiuiiam, Rand, nr Wragby, Lincoln, Farmer March 21 


ae. ml Wituam, Ancoats, Manchester, Metal Merchant March 31 Dowse, 
— Wi..14M, Kingston upon Hull, Tallow Merchant March 25 Thompsom 
Roprurson, Mary Wiitiamina, The Boltons, South Keasington April 25 Clarke & Co 
Sxat, y nay °~ m, Brixton, Butcher March 25 Andrews & Co, Essex st 

Suir, Ewart clint Suman, ay, 8 ; Summ, St Bye, Suwex 

Gare, Same, Stanhope st, pstead rd March 25 Langhams, ‘s bidgs, 
Srarves, Many Ayy, High st, Shoreditch March 25 Hepworth & Co, pew 


Stvant, Joux, Newcastie upon Tyne March 25 — ay Newcastle upoa 
Swixavaxe, Pat, Ryde, To Of W March 20 Co, Lincoln's inn fields 


Wanp, Gronor, Selby, Yorks, Farmer April 1 ia, Hadley, a ely 
Weusvan, Buz jcatbea yt Yorks March 19 

WELLS, ARTHUR, boro , Sussex 

Wituamsox, Eowix, W eee Wine nae apeil 14 Smith « - Le 


Vas, 5 Mariana Poo 


‘edm 
Wrsovan, Avaustus Mires, Harrow March 25 Eyre, Boxmoor, Herts 
Lendon Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 21. 


B , Atrazp Jaues, Emneth, N Fruit Grower March 22 Ollard, Wisbech 
Brrxev, Arne, Eatlswood, Reigate, Dealer’ March 81 Morrisons & Nightin- 
BrwNIon, Banquet, Market Salop, Printer March 16 Market Dravtoa 
Bietex, Tom, March, Isle Ely, Cambridge, Engine iver Maseh 2% © «©6Ollard, 
Baocxiey, Groner, P April 5 


—_" Janez, Westgate Roighion forks, 3 Yeoman March 1 Lister & T rmer, 
yo! B. vx, Bethnal Green rl March16 Pumfrey & Son, Paternoster row 
Goon —— = Gnasuee, March 25 Wilson a Son, Alfreton 
Crirrs, Hamiurox Dawss, Lancaster, Mechanical Eagineer 
North & Suna, Leeds 
Dar.ine, Henry, Buckworth, Northumberland March 16 Gee & Dunn, Neweastle on 


D , Exrza, Nugent Hill, Cotham, Bristol March 27 Pew Co, Bristel 
Duavoors, on, oe Ashton under Lyne, Coal Merchant 22> & Murst, 
ton 


Ex.uis, FasprsicK, all Heath, King’s Norton, ee as April 2 Reece & 
aun, © ‘Jexkix Witiiam, Lampeter, Cardigan, Chemist March 13 Jones, Lincoln s 
¥ M Westbourne ter, Hyde Park April 10 st 

yuveans, oun: Bracu, High Holborn, anes A ii bee ew eek, Broad st 


Faita, Hexny Camremout, 
Faost, Haxxau, Radlet, Herta is “aipron & Co, High Halton © 


Gaaaurt, Fraxoxs Ayyr, Thornton Dale, York April 18 Whitehead, Pickering 
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Green, Coanies Tuomas, Moseley, Worcester, Manufacturers’ Agent Aprill Burn &Co, 


GreEzxwoop, Ree a Bradford March 16 Turnbull, Bradford 

Hamey, Exiza, Christchurch March 25 Mooring & Co, Christchurch, Hants 
Harper, James, Littlemore, Oxford March 31 Hatt, Oxford 

Haegis, Groner, {Chilvers Coton, Warwick, Mineral Water Manufacturer March 25 


‘uneaton 
Haynes, BAMUEL, Lichfield March 25 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 
oS Capt Henny Witiiam, Worsley, nr Manchester March 25 Ruston, Chatteris, 


Henpersos, Witiram, Liverpool, Boiler Maker March25 Sim ga & Munro, Liverpool 
Hit, Joxa "Grorcr, Sunderland, Shipowner March20 J& WJ anes Sunderland 
Hoo.z, Anng, Manchester April 4 Chapman & Brooks, Manchest 

Horsewoop, Amos, Branston, Lincoln, Farm Foreman March - 18 Toynbee & Co, 


——— gee oh Mary, Queen Anne’s mans, Westminster March 31 Stephenson & 
Hutsewseck, Caargtes Moritz Herneicu, Matlock Bridge, Manchester, Yarn Agent 
March 18 Boote & Co, Manchester 


JAMES, Seen Pembroke, South Wales March 14 James, Milford Haven 

JunxGuEny, Carsar, Toungoo, Burmah, India, Merchant March 28 Selim, Mincing In 

Kemp, Grorce Ciements, Liverpool March 20 Smith & 8on, Liverpool 

Kixa, Cuarues Henry, Swansea, Horse Dealer March 18 Jones & frsharne, Swansea 

Laxe, Joux, Chorley, Stafford Maich 25 Russell & Son, Lichtield 

Lewis, Wri.1am James, Craven ter, Bayswater March 25 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Lyatt, Georce, Burgh by Sands, Camberland March25 8& HS Cartmell, Carlisle 

MacGrecor, Groace | ~ Banjoewangi, Java, Telegraph superintendent April 4 
st, Stra 


vey, 
Mapewick, Rurvs, Andover, Southampton, Chemist Feb 23 Smith & Son, Andover 


Mitcue.., Frepgaicx, Swansea, Ship Broker March 31 Hatt. Oxford 

Mmrc#e.., Ricwagp, dwansea, Ship Broker March 31 Hatt, Oxford 

Motiseux, Exiza, Kingswood, nr Wolverhsmpton Marchi Bennett & Baddeley, Hanley 

Purtuirsoy, THomas, Plymouth, Postmaster March 23 Gard, Devonport 

Port, — Manerr, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood, Auctioneer April 5 Freeth & Co, 
ottingbam 

Purpy, Taowus Paston. Norfolk March 31 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 

Rorinson, Feeperick, Blackburn, Physician March 25 Crossley, Blackburn 

SutLicock, Taomas, Coventry March 18 Minster, Coventry 

Suust, Epwagp, Newcastle upon Tyne April1 Joel & Parsons, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Tarasocala, Tomaso Giovanni, Swansea, Shipbroker March14 Thomas & Andrews, 
| Swansea 
Tayior, Feroerick, Maidstone, Master Cooper March 20 Stephens & Urmston, 


stone 
UBANK, i eee Walmgate Bampton, Westmorland, Yeoman March 24 Arnison & Qo, 


Watpron, Jouy, Reading March 30 Louch, Newbury, Berks 

Warxen, J ae Rotherham, Yorks, Charcoal Manufacturer April5 Oxley & Coward, 
Rotherham 

Wanrisa, W1114m, Chelsfield, Kent March 19 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st, Cavendish ag 

Westwoop, Mary, Ebbefleet rd, Cricklewood March 17 Jaques & Sons, Birmingtam 

WIckKHAM, Hetex Kirw AN, Fulham March 21 Braby & Macdonald, Arundel st, Strand 

Wituams, Atraep LepsHam, Hoole, Chester March 4 Morgan, Chester 

WituiaMs, Hueu, Pant y » Tyn y Gongl, Li 1 
April 1 Rees & Co, Liverpool 

Woop, Anna CaTHARINA, Whalley Range, Manchester March 15 Jones, Manchester 

Wr» yee Crorton, Stoke Newington April 1 Clements & C», Gresham House, 

id Br st 


neithaf, Ang ys Farmer 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


Lwndon Gazette.—Tvrspay, Feb 21. 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


Awuprep, Atraep Rowsornam, Knaresboro' 
Manager York Pet Nuv 16 Ord Feb 1 

AsHrunp Grorce Daves, Stirchley, et ol Coal Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

4enToN, Josern, Mare st, er" 4 House Breaker High 

tt Pet Kebi1 Ord Feb 17 

Bone, Hevsy Porter, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler 
@t Yarmouth vet Feb 4 Ord Feb 16 

Boyp, #Hvumas, Norton, nr Stockton on Tees, Journeyman 
Biicklayer stockton on Tees Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Brapwiey, Witiiam. Fenchurch st, Auctioneer High Vourt 
Pet Febi1i Ord Feb 17 

Burros, Kevsen, Stamford hill High Court Pet Nov 29 
Ord Feb is 

Carter, Wii1am, Cuokridge, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds Pet 
feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Cauacuitt, Grorce, Boscombe, Baker Poole 
Ord Feb 17 


ugh, Insurance 


Pet Jan 30 


Creursna. Joux Cuapman, jun, Leek, Stafford, ens 
Diaper Macclertield Pet Dec 22° Ord Feb 17 

Corrie.p, ALFsED Jun, atterciiffe, > Siate Mer- 
chant Sheffield Pet Jan6é Ord Feb 

Davies, Tuomas Watter, Aberdare, Baker  shietans Pet 
Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Diauosp, Heagsert, Port Talbot, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Epwarps, Hopert, Gateshead, Journeyman Printer 
Newcastle on ‘tyne Pet Jao 26 Ord Feb 17 

Evesto, aeees the Three Joliy Butchers, Wood Green, 
Licensea Victualler Edmonton Pet Jan i8 Ord Feb 16 

West Lynn, St Peter, Norfolk. Licensed 

King’s Lynn Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Fraurtux, James Joay, Nottington Spa, om, 
Bricklayer Dorchester Pet eb 18 Ord Feb 

Garastuam, Tuomas Wituiam, and Frank Janes , Pe 
suiTH, Bristol, Dental Requisite Dealers Bristol Pet 
Feb 3° Ord Feb 18 

GaiswoLp, Warsz, iy Cecil, Strand High Court Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Feb 

HA, Groace andy Chesterfield, Coal Dealer Chester- 
neld Pet Feb18 Ord Feb18 

Hameuixe, Wiiuiam Daviv, Luton, Agest Luton Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 17 

Hitt, Heesert James, Salisbury, Wilts, Fishmonger 


Fox, ALrgep, 
ictualler 
Salisbury Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Hist, Sauve., Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Hvcues, Taumas, Liv - Provision Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Fe 
Hurst, Many Axx, Finchley, Builder Barnet Pet July 3 
Ord Feb 16 
Kean, Entry Jaxz, Whitstable, Tobacconist Canterbury 
Pet Feb 18 (id Feb 18 
Kixcsuax, Tuomas oo East Dulwich High Court 
Pet Novi Ord Feb1 
iang,? Tom, Porthcawl, Glam, Licensed Victualler Cardiff 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
me , Wiis Epwix, Glastonbury, Baker Wells 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Leake, Wititam Gronce, Darlington Stockton on Tees 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Levexr, Sypsry, Leicester, Financier Leicester Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Feb 16 
Locas, Isaac Hexzy, Gawsworth, nr Macclesfield, Farmer 
Macclesticld PetJan 31 Ord Feb 18 
Mass, Hovert James, Atcham House, nr Shrewsbury, 
ia Horses Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 16 
Manos, Tuouas Hesny, Sand Hutton, nr Thirsk, Farmer 
Mer itlleston Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 M 
TCHELL, ALFRE ave rinter Dewsbu 
- nae = Ord Feb ¥7 @ . md 
re te eesert James, Derby, ocer Der Pet 
eb 16 Ord Feb 16 “ed 
Nay Agee oy ae Sussex, Fruiterer Brighton Pet 
eb ‘eb 
Oaxtey, Bexsanuix, Wolverhampton, Commission Agent 
Wolveshamptwwn Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 1 
Otvtasp, Evwarp Joux, Birmingham, Cab Proprietor 
ismingham V4 Feb 10 Ord Feb 16 
Pastespor, Witisam, Carlton, beds, Leather Dresser 
f Pet Dee 20 Ord Feb 16 
Pervorv, Farvesicx Witisam, Kempecy, 
Fasmer Worcester Pet Feb 16 Feb 18 


Worcester, 











PickERine, WiLL1AM, Pinxton, Derby, Collier Derby Pet 
Feb 16’ Ord Feb 16 : 

Preston, Epcar Austin, Herne Hill, Journalist 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 17 


Rironiz, Joan ALExanpDER, Watford, Oil and Colourman 
} St Al Feb 13 


bans Pet Dec 21 

Scort, ARCHIBALD Dick, Jarrow, Hatter Newcastle on 
Tyne PetFeb17 Ord Feb 17 

Stevens. Juun Tuomas, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Feb 16 

Taytor, Hespert, Coseley, Stafford, Grocer Dudley Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Viv.xx, Georce, Havant, Hants, Hire Carter Portsmonth 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Fed 17 


Vizzarp, W1iu14M, Broadway, Vorster, Timber Merchant 


Worcester Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 1 


Wuitt, Grorce, Littichampton, Vruivere Brighton Pet 


Jan 28 Ord Feb 1 
hele = Ps AN, Holyhead, Saddler Bangor Pet Jan 20 
Youxc, Joux. Nether Wallop, Hants, Farmer South- 
ampton Pet Feb17 Ord eb 17 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 17: 
Barrinectoy, Witiiam JAsPER, peat, Derby, Tailor 
Derby PetFeb13 Ord Feb 13 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARc am, Wituram James, Gt poe, nr Chester, Butler 
Chester Pet Web 20 Ord Feb 
AgmsTRonG, James TARBOTTOM, Walters Ash, Hughenden, 
= Merchant High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord 
‘eb 21 
ae Ricnarp, Burnley Burnley Pet Feb 20 Ord 
Feb 20 


Bawpex, James, Exford, Someone, Hotel Proprietor 
Barnstaple Pet Feb 22. Ord Feb 

Bemrose, Georce ALBERT, Gt ake Boiler Maker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Feb18 Ord Feb18 

Bessett, Gzorce Epwiy, Croydon, Cycle Dealer Croydon 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Berney, Watter Jun, Pall Mall High Court Pet Jan 
5 Ord Feb 20 

Save, Fesca, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb 21 Ord 
Feb 21 

Brirtox, Henry, Thorney Dyke, ( ‘ambridge, Farmer 
Peterborough’ Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Baouknank, ILLIAM ALFRED, Watton, "Norfolk, Baker 
and Confectioner Norwich Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Davis, Freoexrick Jou, and Tuomas Hitt, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturer Leicester Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Dowxer, Jouy, Sheffield, Boot Maker Sheffield Pet Feb | 
2 Ord Feb 20 

East, Antuur Joun, Surbiton, Wharf Manager Kingston 
Surrey Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

E.perkis, Tuomas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 
ey cae Maker Manchester Pet Feb 9 Ord 
‘eb 22 

Evtaxp, Wituiam, New B Briggate, Leeds, Photographer 
Leeds Pet Feb 21 Ord 

Feamprox, Annie Mavp, Portadown road, Do 
Servant High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Gut, Caartes Ricnarp, Sheffield, Milliner Waleall 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Gray, Jouw ALEXANDER, Poulton, Ash next Sandwich, 
Kent, Farmer Canterbury [Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 20 

Hammoxp, ALraep, Leicester, Hat Manufacturer 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 20 

Haxpinc, Freperick Micnar,, Midd'esboro a4 Pall 

erchant Middlesbrough Pet Feb 2u Ord 

Harmen, James Micnagt, Bramley, Leeds, Painter ye 

Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Pet 


Harzis, Cuantxs, Welshpool, estgumery, Fishmonger | 


Newtown Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 

Hastiry, Geoxce, Kitburn Jn, + High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Und Feb 22 

Haswe.t, Hensy, Barrow in Furness Barrow in Furness 
vet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

How, James Evenezen, Walsall, General Dealer Walsall 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Jackson, Joux Wittiam, Lincoln, Painter Lincola Pet 
¥eb 20 O1nd Feb 20 

Jussox, Josxvn, Bouth Woodford Reems, Flour Factor 

High Court ' Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Joses, Davi» Huow, Lianrwet, Denbigh, Blacksmith 
Portmadve Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 


High | 


Pet Feb 20 Ord 
Tredegar Pet 


Jones, WituiAm Davin, C amt Mon, Boot Dealer Tredegar 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

Jones, WILLIAM MOsks, Cardiff, Bookbinder Cardiff Pet 
Feb zl Ord Feb 21 

Katrerns, Water Wituam, Gt Marlbosough st, 
Regent st, Furrer High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Mayy, JAMES Osporne, D-rby, Yeast Merchant’s Travelier 

Derby Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Morcay, Ricaarp, Merthyr Tydfil, Merthyr 

Tydtil Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Moss, Davip, Elder av, Crouch End, Diamond Broker 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord F-b 22 

Newsy, Joun Wits, Sheffield, ae Sheffield 

| Pet Feb22 id Feb 22 

Paw: zy, Hamitton E, Lenenieoongh rd, Solicitor High 
} Court Pet May 4 (rd Feb 13 
Pearson, Bensamin, Cardiff, Shipbroker 

| Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

| Perrit, Ricuarp Dove.as, Cherryhinton, Cambs, Builder 
Cambridge Pet Feb 2t Ord Feb 21 

Pore Joun *k8, Boughton, Malherbe, Ken‘, 
Maidst ne Pct Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Paince, Grorce, Castlefud, Yorks, Auctioneer Wake- 


field PetFeb6 Ord Feb 20 
rE 


| Jones, Jony, Bavslem, Staffs Hanley 
Feb 20 


Jones, Josern, Blaina, Mon, Innkeeper 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Stationer 


Cardiff Pet 


Farmer 








Specialists in 


LIBRARY 
BOARD ROOM 
OFFICE 


-FURNITURE 





Write for 


“OF” Book 
The “RUSSELL 


AN IDEAL -TABLE FOR 
BUSY MEN 





Tottenham Court Road London 


MAPLE &CO 





NARD, J 
Tet Fet 
Twisisc, | 

ham | 
Weston, 

Feb 22 
Wusor, 3 

Pet Fe 
Wrns, Cz 

Newpo 


AsMSTRON( 
Bucks, 


11 


AH 
THI 


C0! 





TH. 








1905. 


eley, Hanley 


reeth & Co, 
ich 


pon Tyne 
“4 Andrews, 


; Urmston, 
ison & Co, 


& Cowani, 
avendish 
ingbam 
l st, Strand 
ey, Farmer 


chester 
iam House, 


2b 20 Ord 
legar Pet 
Tredegar 
diff Pet 
ough st, 
rd Feb 2 
| Travelier 
Merthyr 
d Broker 
Sheffield 
tor High 
diff Pet 
, Builder 


| Farmer 


1” 


OR 








lon 


0 





March 4, 1905, 


THE SULICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 49.) 325 








= 


Pet Fed 2i Ord 

Roos, Harntan Pepen, 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 21 

RopinsoN, CHRISTOPHER, 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

ae Hewnry Tuomas, Luton, Lining Manufacturer 

Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 20 

gibereoe, Isaac, Hoyland Common, nr Barnsley, Con- 
fectioner Barnsley Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

SINCLAIR, ae LY nbd * a pcictor Bile! Pen gt 

INaiee 5 ms rietor Court Pet 

Feb 20 Ord Feb ” 

Sure, ALEXANDER, Peat st, Notting Hill High Court Pet 
Bept 23 Ord Feb 1 

Srsets, Pavt, Woodville, Derby, Labourer Burton on 
Trent Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 2i 

Taytorn, JosePa, Tatzor, Atherton, Lancs, Beerseller 
Bolton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Taare, mone Janz, Wigan, Fruiterer Wigan Pet Feb 20 
Ord Fe 

Taomas, Gzorce Epwarp, oar, Gentlemen’s Outfitter 
Bolton Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 2 

Tusmc, Joun Huntrey, Sutton Montis, eens, 
Somerset High Court Pet Feb21 Ord Feb2 

got key Cardiff, Coachsmith Cardiff Pet ‘yeb 20 | 


Tonnagp, James Josera, Meer, Lincs, Farmer Eoston 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

Twisisc, WILtiam a pet. Worcester Birming- 
ham Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 

Westoy, Grorck ALFRED, Chapel Bar, Nottingham, 
Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet Feb 22 Ord 


Feb 22 
, aetegey, Leeds, Builder Leeds 


Witsox, 
Pet Feb 20 Ord F 

Wrxs, Curistoraer » Pontypool, _— Carpenter 

Newport, Mon Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


AsustronG, James TarpotTox, Walters Ash, Hughenden, | 

—— Merchant March 6 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 
Jarey st 

Bayirs, Roper, 
6at11_ Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, sunderlaud 

Bexuam; JAMES WiLLiaM, Richmond March 7 at 11.80 
24, Railway app, London Bndge 

Barus, Waren Joun, Pall Mall March 7 at 1 Bank- | 

tey bldg, Carey st 

ny HiILIr, Leeds, Tailor March 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 

22, Park row, Leeds 


Borg, "Hewry Porter, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler 


March 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Brookes, Henry, Birkenhead, Painter and Plumber March | 


Tat2 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liver 


Brown, JOivs, West Hartlepool, Clothier and Pawnbroker 


March 6at.2.30 Grand Hotel, West Hartl+ pool 
CracG, FrepertcK, Moss Side, Manchester March 4 at 11 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


West Auckland, Durham, Mason March | 


st, Newcastle on Tyn 
, Boot Dealer 


—“ 8 at 2.30 Off 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
| Drage Dominic, Wood Green, Licensed Victualler Murch 

6 at 12 Off Ree, 14, Bedford row 
| Frampton, — Mavp, Portadown rd, Domestic Servant 
March 6at1 Bankruptcy bid; st 

| Frampton, JAMES Joun, Spa, or an Woyemsath, Bricklayer 
| jeuhe atl Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salis- 


Garatn1, AncEeto Luia1, Whitcombe st, Pall Mall March 8 

| at12 ptcy . Carey st 
| Gray, Jouw —y Poulton, Ash next Sandwich, 
ent, March 4 at 12 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, 


| Canterbury 
Mayper Jones, Meral, Isle of Ely, | 


| "Cambridge Viveax 
Farmer March7at215 ‘Tbe Lamb Hotel, 


Ely 
| Hanxen, JAMES Miceaet, Bramley, Leeds, Painter March 
6atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Seeman Henry Harrianp, Princes sq, Kensington 
March 8at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Hi, Hexsert James, Salisbury, ‘iabmonger March 6 at | 
12 Off Ree, City cbm»rs, Fndless st, Salisbury 
Hveues, Tuomas, vi 10], Provision eke March 7 
at12 Off Ree, 35 ictoria st, Liver, 


pool 
Hurst, Mary Axn, Nether st, — End, Finchley, 


Builder March7at3 14, Bedford row 

Jackson, Joun Witt1am, Lincoln, Painter March 7 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Silver st, LincoJn 

LORENZ, JacoB. Groxcr, Manor st, Chelsea, Baker March 
8at2.30 Bankru bldgs. Carey st 


Maney, Frepprickx Oscar, and Watres. AytHony Marey, 
Fenchurch 
Bankruptcy 


Tat deen Keepers March 7 at z dv 

| Manury pn ly Sunderland, Auctioneer March 6 at 10 30 
ff Rec, 3, em fey Sunderland 

oun Morpuy, manage In, Builders 


Muse HY, Jamgs, and 
Carey st 
therbe, Kent, Farmer 
arch 3 at 1030° 9, King st, Maidstone 
| Rone, Hariayn Pepex, Southport, — Grocer March 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 
orpes 


nanan oe Cloeth March 4 at ll Off Rec, 15, 
Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

| Satviox, Hesry on Maiden Bradley, Wilts, 
Farmer March 7 at2.15 he George Hotel, “Frome 

Suerraro, Hutperr James ANnsTRU eS Maghail, nr 
Liverpool 6 at 2 , Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

Sutton, ‘THOMAS, oon Gate, Cradley, Worcester, Labourer 
March 6 at Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 

udle 

TayYLor, = Princes End, Coseley, Grocer March 6 

at 11.3) Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


Bicnarpson, CHARLES agin, Soffolk, Farmer Colchester | Davies, Taomas sieine Aberdare, Baker March 6 at 12 | Tayzor, ortk Tatsor, Atherton, Lancs, Beerseller 
= gua, Praiterer 

Southport, Grocer Liverpool Bowanos, Hoseke, Gateshead, Printer moh 4atil Off | Temece, Any vg Dl ae i yioa March 6 at 3 19, 

Stafford, Comp Stafford Pet | Roan Data 


T Gror : Epwaep, Lancs, Outfitter March 
'HOMAS, Gk Bury, 


l0at3 19, st, 

Txompson, WILLIAM, Law Courts, Petr Northampton, Publican 
Ww soets << 8 A ie, Salford, 
INGFIELD, THOMAS — ‘ 

"Chemist 6at 3. Of Ree, Byrom st, Man- 
Waicnt, ype usseLL, Southam; Sign Writer 
March 6 at 2.30 RO Hes Rec, Midland iiidined Book chmbre, High 
st, to ——— 
Youne, Joux, Nether Wallop, Hants, Farmer yo Nd 
at 3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arcuer, Witu1am James, Gt Barrow, nr Chester, Butler 
Chester 


‘= a Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 » cme 
ASSNETT, BicuakpD, Burnley, urnley 
Ord Feb20 
Hotel Prporietor 
EORG Grimsby, 


Boiler Maker 

Pet feb 18 18 Sra Feb 18 

| ore, @rorce Epwix, T aeaee Cycie Dealer Croydon 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

| Bucoema, Bexsamin, and Atsert Lavrence Rioomer, 
Gravelly Hill, Erdingtov, Warwick, Birming- 
ham Pet Fed 16 rd Feb 22 

Buom, Patrur, Tailor Leeds Pet Feb 21 Ord 

a 


Barntox, Frepgrick ALExanver, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne ye 17 "Ord Feb 22 
Britrtox, Henry, Thorney Farmer 
Peter! h Pet Feb 20 
Birkenhead, Pai 


21 
Brooxpaxk, Witutam Atrrep, Watton, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Davis, Freperick Jous, and Tuomas Hut, 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet Feb 22 

Dowxea, Jony, Sheffield, Boot et 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Eoax, James, Widnes, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 21 

Etuanp, Witttam, Leeds, Photographer Leeds Pet Feb 
2t Ord Feb 21 

Frampton, Anniz Maun, Portsdown rd, Domestic Servant 
High Court Pet. Feb 20 Ord Feb 2u 

Git, Cuarzces Ricaaep, Shelfield, Staffe, Milliner Waleall 

= Pet Feb 17 — ‘eb 17 nitchamapton, Ledgite b 

Aprox, ALBERT SaMPson, on, ging house 
Ceeper Brighton Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 20 

Hanre i. Bryans, wy rd, Islington High Court 

Pet Nov 15 Ord Fi 


| 

| Bawpex, James, Exford, Somerset, 
Barnsta Pet Heb 23 22 Ord Feb 22 
BEMnRosE, 
Gt Gri 


ord Feb 22 
Sheffield Pet 








JORDAN « SONS, LIMITED, 


Company Registration Agents, Seal Engravers, 
PRINTERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


16 & 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
NEW COMPANIES, REGISTERED. 


ALL GOMPANY REGISTERS, BOOKS, AND FORMS IN STOCK. 


Twenty-sixth Edition (1908). 


Price 5s. net; by post 5s. 6d. 


A HANDY BOOK on the FORMATION, MANAGEMENT, and WINDING UP of JOINT STOCK 


COMPANIES. By F. GORE-BROWNE, 


M.A., K.C, 


Price 5s. net ; 


and WILLIAM JORDAN, Company Registration Agent. 


Fourth Edition (1905). by post 5s. 6d. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 to 1900, and other Statutes and Statutory Enactments 


affecti: g Joint Stock Companies. Edited by ALL EN GLYNNE-JONEs, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Solicitor. 


Third Edition (1903,. 
CONCISE PRECEDENTS UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


Price 25s. net ; by post 25s. 9d. 
By F. GORE-BROWNE, MA. K.C., 


assisted by ARTHUR B. CANE, B:A., of the Inner Temple, Editor of Alpes ‘‘ Law of Stamp Duties.” 


THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES, with the Ru 


Complete Guide to Practice under the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 


(1904.) Price 10s. 6d. net ; 


by post 11s. 


19038. 





les and Forms relating thereto: being 
By F. GORE-BROWNE, M.A., K.O. 


a 


JORDAN & SONS, Limited, 116 and 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
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Hanpine, Freperick Micuart, Middles brev a Cc oal Mer- 
chant Middlesbrough Pet Feb 20 Ord 
{ Haamer, James Mic no 2 Bramley, Leeds, ane Leeds 
r . Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb : 
Hartiey, Grorer, Kilbarn In, Potato Salesman High 
Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 ; 
Haswe.t, Heyry, Barrow in Furness Barrow in Furness 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Hows, James Esexezer, Walsall, General Dealer Walsa)l 
et Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
wa. . 1 . Witiam, Hebburn, — en toa New- 
castleen Tyne Pet Feb 10 Ord 


JACKSON, , ong ins Lincoln, Painter Lincoln Pct 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Jessox, Joseri, 
Court Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

etJan6 Ord Fe 
Joxzs, Davin Hvau, 
Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 15 

Joxzs, Joun, Hanley Hanley Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Jones, JosEPs, Blaira, Mon, Ionkeeper Tredegar Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Jongs, WiLt1aM Davip, Cwm, Mon, Boot Dealer Tredegar 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Mays, James Ossporyxe, D rby, Yeast Merchart’s Traveller 
Derby Pet ¥Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Mirek, Wittiam Greorcr, West row, Kensal New Town, 
Contractor High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 20 

Morcay, Ricnarp, Merthyr Tydfil, Stationer Merthyr 

Tydtl Pet Feb 22 O.d Feb 22 

Newsy, Joun Wituie, fheffield, Fishmonger Sheffield 


. Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Norro.k, James, Brighton, Tobacconist Brighton Ord 
Feb z1 


Oniver, Josern Eanest, Tuomas Atraep Harpmay, and 
Percy Foatescut, Shirlev, Southamptor, Cycle 
Engineers Southampton Pet Dec 22 Ord Feh 22 

Pearson, Bexsamiy, Cardsff, Shipbroker Cardiff Pct Feb 
20 Ord Feb 20 

Pertit, Ricuarpv Doveras, Cherryhinton, Cambs, Builder 
Cambrid Pet Feb vl Ord Feb 21 

Porg, Joux GERS, 
Mai e Pet Feb22 Ord Feb22 

Ricsarpsux, CHuares, 
chester Pet Feb2i Ord F 

Rusixsos, CHRISTOPRER Stafford, » te sitor 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Samusox, Noeman, Grafton st, Bondst High Court Pet Jan 
4 Ord Feb 17 

Scott, Lisrer — Wetherby, Yorks York Pet 
Jan5 Ord F+b 20 

Suerraup, Hvuisert James AwysteitTReR, Maghull, 
Liverpool Liverpool Pet Dec 22 Ord Feb 22 


nr 


st, Coffee Rooms Proprietor High Court Pet 

Fe 0 Ord Feb 20 

Suits. Jons Wititam, Bradford Bradford Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 21 

Srarrogp, WitL14M, Great Tindal st, Birmingham, Licensed 
Victualler Birmingham Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 20 

Streets, Pavi, Woodville, Derby, Brickmaker's Labourer 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb2t Ord Feb 21 

Sraovup, Arbeat Waves, and Atrrep Hagoip YEARSLEY, 
Southampton, Coal Merchants southampton Pet 
Jan4 Ord Feb 22 

Tayior, Joszrra Tawsor, ame, 
Bolton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Lancs, Beerseller 


Ord Feb 2) 
Tuomas, Gzorcz Edwanrp, Bury, Outfitter Bolton Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Tucker, Perex, Cardiff, Coachsmith Cardiff Pet Feb 20 
Ord Feb 4 


Tunxnagp, Janes Joseru, Algarkirk, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Twisixc, Wittiam Jamas, Moseley, Worcester Bi:ming- 
ham Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 21 
Wass, po Buitusox, — Auctioneer Liver- 
pool Pet Oct4 O1d Feb 22 
Weer, Aspez, Kast Hanney, Berkx, Farmer Oxford Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb 20 
Westrox, Grurce Airrep, Chapel Bar, Nottingham, Licensed 
Viciuslier Nottingham Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Witsos, Marruzw, Headingley, Leeds, Builder Leeds 
w ye Ord —— . 
rss, Cuzistoruzr Jon». Pontypool, Mon, Carpenter 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb21 Ord Feb2i ° 


Joussox, Cectt Faepericxk Wituiam, West Norwood High | 
Court P b 20 
Lianrwst, Denbigh, Blacksmith | 


— > big oe Percival Netserton, Mortimer st, | 


| 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 
For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 
TERMS: From Six Guingas A WEEK. 


Tuasowenss, Jou Jous, Fenchurch st Hive Court Pet Feb | Shooting—Well preserved, over 30,000 acres, 


Fishing-— 24 miles, including trout, sewin, and salmon. 


| References— 


South Woodford, Flour Factor High | 


Dr. Geo. SavacE, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, W. 5 
Dr. D. Ferrier, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 


For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Or. M. WALKER, 
Plas-yn- Dinas, 


J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


OALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


Boughton, Malherbe, Kent, Farmer | 
—, ee Farmer Col- | 
Stafford Pet | 


| Farm, Gai 


Tewrre, Axx Janz, Wigan, few 48 Wigan Pet Feb 20 | 





RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Yor Terms, &c., app 
- g 5. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &c., 


Medical Supers 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RickmansworTH. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A. ine 
M.D. (Camb.). to. aes | a M. RILEY, Assoc. 
Study of Inebrie 


~. years’ Experience. Toveliont 
ios and Medi References. For terms and particulars 
ly Miss RILEY, or the Prin 


cipal. 
ELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 








Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 

For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, pi ue, and 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from -street, 
about 400 feet above sea-level; 10$ acres of grounds. 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. "Electric — rH er mary 
Healthy e loyment and recreation. Wor a Poultry 

Garden oe at Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards, Dark m. for etek Paes &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or private Terms: 13-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, rs —Apply to 

RestpexT Mepicat SUPERINTENDENT or SECRETARY. 


PRIVATE ASYLUM. 


SPRINGFIELD HOUSE, 


Near BEDFORD. Telephone No. 17. 


Special nee for Chancery Lunatics and other 
Cases of Mental Ailment, 


Orpiyary Teams: THREE GUINEAS PER WEEK. 
(Including Separate Bedrooms for all suitable cases.) 


HOME for LADIES ADDICTED to INEBRIETY, 


Hillsboro’ House, Upper Clapton. 














Mrs. Bramweitt. Boorn has a few VACANCIES tor 
Voluntary Patients in the above *‘Home.’ Most ans 
results.— Particulars as to terms, &c., on application to 
Chief fecretary, 259, Mare Streec, Hashusey. 








A Specific ip Deasee of of Frgtmant is 
NORWOOD SANATORIUM. 
Short term. D'stinctive Featu Beau- 
tiful and Beciuded Hear and srounds. 
M Restraint. Resident Medical 
Su ppcrnten dnt. Illustrated booklet, terms 
and iull Sy ey Mr. a Norwood 
e. Cpeee. Norw EB. 
Telephode, 0 
Telegrams, phe a London. 








OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY a he me = 
from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 1s, ® aan 
always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen saa iy Clected 
Fellows of the Society. Entrance fee £5. Annual sub- 
scription £3, or composition fee £35.—For | atctanens apply 
to SeckETaRy, 8, Hanover-square, 


THEATRES. 


— LANE THEATRE ROYAL. 
aes g Director, aor Collins. 

THIS EVENING at 7.30. THE WHITE CAT: Hany 
Randall, Fred Eastman, Hugh J. Ward, Tom —— 
Johnny Danvers, Tom Woottwell; Marie George, Ruth 
Lytton, Jeannie Macdonald, May Gurney. M. Lane-Joyat, 
Queen and Le Brun, The Gr ‘igolatis, and Queenie Leighton, 

HAYMARKET. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, BEAUTY AND THE BARGE 
At 8.20, THAT BRUTE SIMMONS: Mr. Cyril Ma 
Messrs. ee Douglas, H. Marsh Allen, Edm 
gd . M. Robson, Frederick Volpé, Lennox Pawie, 

W. Cheesman, Robert Bottomley, L. Power, A. G. ow, 
J.B. Fox, J. H. Brewer, R. Eyre; Mrs. Charles Calvert, 
Miss Mary Brough, Miss Adela Measor, Miss Carlotts 
Zerbini, Miss Rita Jolivet, Miss Jessie Bateman. 

NEW THEATRE. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE SCARLET PIMPER- 
NEL: Julia Neilson and Fred Terry. Messrs. Horace 
Hodges, Alfred Kendrick, Malcolm Cherry. Rudge Harding, 
J. Carter Edwards, Leun M. Lion, D. J. illiams, L. Race 
Dunrobin, Walter a Ernest E Imeson, Allan Wilkie, 
Svdney Stirling, J. J. Hagen, Miller, Dudley; Misses 
Marion Sterling, Mary Mackenzie, Kathleen Doyle, Mrs, 
Walter Edwin. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 
The Cream of Cocoas, 


EPPS’S 


Contains all the nutriment 


COCOA 


of the Choicest Nibs. 
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mend our Firm te 
requiring Valuations. 





= Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 


are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
Executors and others 


Ce aa | 


CCPROBAT | EVALUAT (IONS, 
SPINK & sohy 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 





ASS) ee 
& 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
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